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H. RES. 115 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


RESOLUTION 


Resolved, That the Committee on Education and Labor, effective 
from January 3, 1953, acting as a whole or by subcommittee, is author- 
ized and directed to conduct studies and investigations relating to 
matters coming within the jurisdiction of such committee under rule 
XI, clause 6, of the Rules of the House of Representatives. For such 
purpose such committee, or any subcommittee thereof, is authorized to 
sit and act during the present Congress at such times and places within 
the United States, its Territories and possessions, whether the House is 
in session, has recessed, or has adjourned, to hold such hearings, and to 
require by subpena or otherwise the attendance and testimony of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, records, correspondence, 
memoranda, papers, and documents, as it deems necessary. Subpenas 
shall be issued only over the signature of the chairman of the com- 
mittee or a member of the committee designated by him; they may be 
served by any person designated by such chairman or member. 

The committee may report to the House of Representatives from 
time to time during the present Congress the results of its studies 
and investigations, with such recommendations for legislation or 
otherwise as the committee deems desirable. Any report submitted 
when the House is not in session shall be filed with the Clerk of the 
House. 
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ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED 
AREAS 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 10, 1953 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTED 
on Epucation anp Lapor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 429, 
House Office Building, Hon. Samuel K. McConnell, Jr. (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives McConnell, Kearns, Holt, Frelinghuysen, 
Barden, Lucas, and Bailey. 

Present also: John O. Graham, chief clerk; Fred G. Hussey, minor- 
ity clerk; Edward A. MeCabe, general counsel; Jock Hoghland, 
assistant general counsel; Russell C. Derrickson, chief investigator; 
and Ben H. Johnson, investigator. 

Chairman McConne tu. The hearing will be in order. 

Today this subcommittee of the Committee on Education and Labor 
will begin hearings on Public Laws 815 and 874. Those two laws 
were passed by the 8ist Congress in 1951 as the result of extensive 
hearings held by this committee. Congress recognized the effect 
increased Federal activities, especially in connection with the defense 
program, were having on the school enrollment in many areas through- 
out the country and it was felt the Government was obligated to 
assist these local school districts which had thus suffered such an 
impact. Public Law 815 provides aid for school construction and 
Public Law 874 for maintenance and operation assistance to school 
districts. 

For the guidance of the members of the subcommittee, we will make 
the laws referred to a part of the printed record now. 

(Public Laws 815 and 874 follow:) 


{[Pusiic Law 815—SIsr ConcGress] 
(CHaprerR 995—2p SeEssron] 
[S. 2317] 
AN ACT Relating to the construction of school facilities in areas affected by Federal activities, and for 
other purposes. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—SURVEYS AND STATE PLANS FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION 


Sec. 101. In order to assist the several States to inventory existing school 
facilities, to survey the need for the construction of additional facilities in relation 
to the distribution of school population, to develop State plans for school con- 
struction programs, and to study the adequacy of State and local resources 
available to meet school facilities requirements, there is hereby authorized to be 
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appropriated the sum of $3,000,000, to remain available until expended. The 
sums appropriated pursuant to this section shall be used for making payments 
to States whose applications for funds for carrying out such purposes have been 
approved: Provided, That the making of grants under this title shall not in any 
way commit the Congress to authorize or appropriate funds to undertake the 
construction of any public works so planned. 


STATE APPLICATIONS 


Src. 102. The Commissioner of Education shall approve any application for 
funds for earrving out the purposes of section 101 if such application— 

(1) designates the State educational agency (as defined in paragraph 
(13) of section 210) as the sole agency for carrying out such purposes; 

(2) provides for making an inventory and survey in accordance with section 
101 conteining information requested by the Commissioner, and for devel- 
oping a State program in accordance with such section; and 

(3) provides that the State educational ageney will make such reports, 
in such form, and containing such information as the Commissioner may 
from time to time reasonably require, and, to assure verification of such 
reports, give the Commissioner, upon request, access to the records upon 
which such information is based, 


ALLOTMENTS AND PAYMENTS TO STATES 


Sec. 103. (a) Of the sums appropriated pursuant to section 101, $150,000 shall 
be allotted by the Commissioner to the Distriet of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands according to their respective needs and upon 
the basis of agreements made with their respective State educational agencies, 
and the remainder shall be allotted to the other States in the same proportions 
as their respective school-age populations bear to the total school-age population 
of such other States; except that no such allotment to any State (other than the 
District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands) shall 
be less than $10,000. Within its allotment each State shall be entitled to receive 
an amount equal to 50 per centum of its expenditures in carrying out the purposes 
of section 101 in accordance with its application, 

(b) The Commissioner shall from time to time estimate the sum to which each 
State will be entitled under this section during such ensuing period as he may 
determine, and shall thereupon certify to the Secretary of the Treasury the 
amount so estimated, reduced or increased, as the case may be, by any sum by 
which the Commissioner finds that his estimate for any prior period was greater 
or less than the amount to which the State was entitled for such period. The 
Secretary of the Treasury shall thereupon, prior to audit or settlement by the 
General Accounting Office, pay to the State, at the time or times fixed by the 
Commissioner, the amount so certified. 


WITHHOLDING OF CERTIFICATION 


Sec. 104. (a) Whenever the Commissioner, after reasonable notice and oppor- 
tunity for hearing to a State educational agency, finds (1) that such State educa- 
tional agency is not complying substantially with the provisions of this title or 
the terms and conditions of its application approved under this title, or (2) that 
any funds paid to such State educational agency under this title have been diverted 
from the purposes for which they had been allotted or paid, the Commissioner 
may forthwith notify the Secretary of the Treasury and such State educational 
agency that no further certification will be made under this title with respect to 
such agency until there is no longer any failure to comply or the diversion has been 
corrected or, if compliance or correction is impossible, until such State educational 
agency repays or arranges for the repayment of Federal moneys which have been 
diverted or improperly expended. 

(b) The final refusal of the Commissioner to approve any application made 
under this title, and the Commissioner’s final action under subsection (a) of this 
section, shall be subject to judicial review on the record, in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the circuit in which the State is located, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act. 
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ADMINISTRATION 


Sec. 105. (a) The Commissioner is authorized to delegate to any officer or 
employee of the Office of Education any of his functions under this title except 
the making of regulations. 

(b) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for Federal administrative 
expenses such sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this title. 


TITLE II—SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Section 201. In recognition of the impact which certain Federal activities 
have had on the school construction needs in the areas in which such Federal 
activities have been or are being carried on, the Congress hereby declares it to be 
the policy of the United States to bear the cost of constructing school facilities in 
such areas in the manner and to the extent provided in this title. 


PAYMENTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES 


Src. 202. (a) A local edueational ageney shall be eligible under this subsection 
for payment with respeet to children who reside on Federal property with a parent 
employed on Federal property, if the estimated number of such ehildren who will 
be in average daily attendance at the schools of such ageney during the current 
fiscal vear (as defined in paragraph (6) of section 210) is at least fifteen and is at 
least 5 per centum of the estimated number of all children who will be in average 
daily attendance at the schools of such ageney during the current fiseal vear. 
Each such local educational ageney shall be entitled to receive an amount not 
to exceed such estimated number of children with respect to whom it is eligible 
for payment under this subsection, muliiplied by 95 per centum of the average 
per pupil cost of constructing complete school facilities in the State in which the 
school district of such agency is situated. 

(b) A local educational agenev of a State shall be eligible under this subsection 
for payment with respect to children who reside on Federal property, or who reside 
with a parent employed on Federal property part or all of which is situated in 
such State, if the estimated number of such children who will be in average daily 
attendance at the schools of such ageney during the current fiscal vear is at least 
fifteen and is at least 5 per centum of the estimated number of all children who 
will be in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency during the current 
fiscal year. Each such local educational ageney shall be entitled to reeeive an 
amount not to exceed such estimated number of children with respect to whom it 
is eligible for payment under this subsection, multiplied by 70 per ecentum of the 
average per pupi! cost of constructing complete school facilities in the State in 
which the school district of such agency is situated. 

(ec) A local educational agency shall be eligible under this subsection for pay- 
ment with respect to children whose attendance results from activities of the 
United States (carried on either direetly or through a contractor) if, in the judg- 
ment of the Commissioner of Education— 

(1) the estimated number of such children who will be in average daily 
attendance at the schools of such ageney during the current fiscal year is at 
least twenty and is at least 10 per centum of the estimated number of all 
children who will be in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency 
during the current fiscal year; and 

(2) the construction of additional school facilities to take care of the 
children whose attendance results from such activities of the United States 
has imposed or will impose an undue financial burden on the taxing and 
borrowing authority of the agency. 

Each such local educational agency shall be entitled to reecive an amount not to 
exceed such estimated number of children with respect to whom it is eligible for 
payment under this subsection, multiplied by 45 per centum of the average per 
pupil cost of constructing complete school facilities in the State in which the 
school district of such ageney is situated. In determining eligibility and maxi- 
mum amounts of payment under this subsection, the Commissioner (A) shall take 
into account only activities of the United States carried on after June 30, 1939; 
and (B) shall not take into account activities of the United States carried on in 
connecton with real property which has been excluded from the definition of 
Federal property by the last sentence of paragraph (1) of section 210. 
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(d) If two or more of the first three subsections of this section apply to a child, 
the local educational agency shall elect which of such subsections shall apply to 
such child. 

(e) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this section, the total number 
of children for whom a local educational agency is entitled to receive payment 
under this title shall not exceed— 

(1) except where the determination of the maximum amount is based in 
whole or in part on entitlement under subsection (c), the estimated number 
of all children in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency 
during the current fiseal year, minus the number of all children in average daily 
attendance at the schools of such agency during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939; and 

(2) where the determination of the maximum amount is based in whole 
or in part on entitlement under subsection (c), the estimated number of all 
children in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency during the 
current fiscal year, minus 110 per centum of the number of all children in 
average daily attendance at the schools of such agency during the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939. 

(f) Notwithstanding the provisions of the first three subsections of this section, 
where the average daily attendance at the schools of any local educational agency 
during the fiseal vear ending June 30, 1939, exeeeded 35,000— 

(1) such ageney’s percentage requirement for eligibility under subsection 
(a) or (b) shall be 10 per centum instead of 5 per centum, and its precentage 
requirement for eligibility under subsection (ec) shall be 20 per centum instead 
of 10 per centum; and 

(2) in determining the maximum amount which such ageney is entitled 
to receive under any such subsection, the ageney shall be entitled to receive 
payment with respect to only so many of the estimated number of children 
whose attendance serves as the basis for eligibility under such subsection, as 
exceeds (A) in the case of subsection (a) or (b), 5 per centum of the estimated 
number of all children in average daily attendance at the schools of such 
agency during the current fiscal vear, and (B) in the case of subsection (ce), 
10 per centum of such estimated number of all children so in average daily 
attendance. 

(g) (1) Where— 

(A) under any law other than a law relating to the disposal of surplus 
property, the United States constructed, or assisted in the construction of, 
school facilities in the school district of any local educational agency; 

(B) such construction was completed after June 30, 1989; and 

(C) either such agency has title to such school facilities, or, in the judgment 
of the Commissioner of Community Facilities Service, there is reasonable 
assurance that such ageney will have the right to use such facilities for the 
remainder of the estimated usable life of such facilities, 

then the Commissioner of Community Vacilities Service, in accordance with regu- 
iations prescribed by him, shall determine the amount which equals the actual 
cost to the United States of constructing or assisting in the construction of such 
schoo! facilities, minus (i) percentage depreciation applied to such cost for the 
period beginning with the completion of the construction of such facilities and 
ending on June 30, 1951 (the rate of such depreciation to be based on the estimated 
usable life of such school facilities for the school purposes of such ageney), and 
(ii) so much of the actual cost to the United States of constructing or assisting in 
the construction of such facilities as has been recovered by the United States. 
The Commissioner of Community Facilities Service shall certify to the Commis- 
sioner of Education the amount so determined; and the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion shall reduce the maximum amount which such ageney is otherwise entitled 
to receive under this section in accordance with such certification. 

(2) Where— 

(A) under the Act of October 14, 1940, entitled ‘‘An Act to expedite the 
provision of housing in connection with national defense, and for other pur- 
poses”’, as amended, the United States has prior to the enactment of this 
Act constructed school facilities in the school district of a local educational 
agency; and 

(B) such school facilities are available to such agency on the date this Act 
is enacted, 

the head of the Federal department or agency having custody of such facilities 
shall forthwith transfer to such local educational ageney all right, title, and in- 
terest remaining in the United States in and to such facilities and the land being 
used in connection with the operation of such facilities. 
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WHERE EFFECT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES WILL BE TEMPORARY 


Sec. 203. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 202, whenever the Com- 
missioner determines that part or all of the attendance with respect to which any 
local educational agency is entitled to receive payment under such seetion will 
be of temporary duration only, such agency shall not be entitled to reeeive such 
payment with respect to the attendance so determined to be of temporary dura- 
tion only. Instead, the Commissioner shall make available to such ageney such 
temporary school facilities as may be necessary to take care of such attendance: 
except that he may, where the local educational agency gives assurance that 
adequate school facilities will be provided to take care of such attendanee, pay 
(on such terms and conditions as he deems appropriate to carry out the purposes 
of this title) to such agency for use in constructing school facilities an amount 
equal to the amount which he estimates would be necessary to make available 
such temporary facilities. 


CHILDREN FOR WHOM LOCAL AGENCIES ARE UNABLE TO PROVIDE EDUCATION 


Sec. 204. In the case of children who reside on Federal property— 
(1) if no tax revenues of the State or any political subdivision thereof may 
be expended for the free public education of such children; or 
(2) if it is the judgment of the Commissioner, after he has consulted with 
the appropriate State educational agency, that no local educational agency is 
able to provide suitable free publie education for such children, 
the Commissioner shall make such arrangements for constructing or otherwise 
roviding school facilities as may be necessary for the education of sueh children. 
rh the maximum extent practicable school facilities provided under this section 
shall be comparable to the school facilities provided for children in comparable 
communities in the State. This section shall not apply (A) to children who reside 
on Federal property under the control of the Atomie Energy Commission, and (B) 
to Indian children attending Federally operated Indian schools. Whenever it 
will be necessary for the Commissioner to provide school facilities for children 
residing on Federal property under this section, no local educational agency shall 
be entitled to receive payment under section 202 with respect to the attendance 
of such children. 
APPLICATIONS 


Sec. 205. (a) No local educational agency shalt be entitied to payment of any 
part of the maximum amount established for such agency by the formula contained 
in section 202 except upon application therefor submitted through the appropriate 
State educational agency and filed before July 1, 1952, with the Commissioner of 
Education in accordance with regulations prescribed by him. Any such applica- 
tion may either set forth a project for the construction of school facilities for such 
agency, in accordance with subsection (b), or may contain a request for a reim- 
bursement payment, in accordance with subsection (c). The Commissioner of 
Education shall take final action with respect to the approval or disapproval of 
anv such application within a reasonable time. 

(b) (1) Each application by a local educational agency setting forth a project 
for the construction of school facilities for such agency shall contain or be sup- 
ported by— 

(A) a description of the project and the site therefor, preliminary drawings 
of the school facilities to be constructed thereon, and such other information 
relating to the project as may reasonably be required by the Commissioner; 

(B) assurance that such agency has or will have title to the site, or the 
right to construct upon such site school facilities as specified in the application 
and to maintain such school facilities on such site for a period of not less than 
twenty vears after the completion of the construction; 

(C) assurance that such agency has legal authority to undertake the con- 
struction of the project and to finance any non-Federal share of the cost 
thereof as proposed, and assurance that adequate funds to defray any such 
non-Federal share will be available when needed; 

(D) assurance that such ageney will cause work on the project to be com- 
menced within a reasonable time and prosecuted to completion with reason- 
able diligence; 

(E) assurance that the rates of pay for laborers and mechanies engaged in 
the construction will be not less than the prevailing local wage rates for similar 
work as determined in accordance with Public Law Numbered 403 of the 
Seventy-fourth Congress, approved August 30, 1935, as amended; 
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(F) assurance that the school facilities of such agency will be available to 
the children for whose education contributions are provided in this title on 
the same terms, in accordance with the laws of the State in which the school 
district of such agency is situated, as they are available to other children in 
such school district; and 

(G) assurance that such agency will from time to time prior to the com- 
pletion of the project submit such reports relating to the project as the Com- 
missioner may reasonably require. 

(2) The Commissioner shall approve the application if he finds (A) that the 
proposed Federal share of the cost of the project does not exceed so much of the 
maximum amount which such ageney is entitled to receive under section 202 as 
has not been expended or obligated for payment of the Federal share of the cost 
of projects of such agency theretofore approved, (B) that the requirements of 
paragraph (1) of this subsection have been met, and (C) after consultation with 
the State and local educational agency, that the project is not inconsistent with 
overall State plans for the construction of school facilities. 

(ce) (1) If, and only if, a local educational agency has provided (or, by reason 
ofja project or projects under this title, will provide) adequate school facilities for 
the school children for whose education contributions are provided in this title, 
such agency may file an application containing a request for a reimbursement 
payment of so much of the maximum amount which such agency is entitled to 
receive under section 202 as has not been expended or obligated for payment of 
the Federal share of the cost of the projects of such agency under this title. Any 
such application shall also contain assurance that the school facilities of such 
agency will be available to such children on the same terms, in accordance with 
the laws of the State in which the school district of such agency is situated, as 
they are available to other children in such school disirict. in no event shall the 
reimbursement payment under this subsection exceed the amount expended from 
local sources since June 30, 1939, for the construction of the school facilities of the 
local educational agency. 

(2) The Commissioner shall approve any application of a local educational 
agency if he finds that the requirements of paragraph (1) of this subsection have 
been met. 

(d) No application under this title shall be disapproved in whole or in part 
until the Commissioner of Education has afforded the local educational agency 
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing. 


CERTIFICATION AND PAYMENT 


Sec. 206. (a) Upon approving the application of any local educational agency 
under section 205 (b), the Counissioner of Education shall certify to the Secretary 
of the Treasury for payment to such agency an amount equal to LO per centum of 
the Federal share of the cost of the project. After final drawings and specifications 
have been approved by the Commissioner of Education and the construction 
contract has been entered into, the Commissioner shall certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to such agency, in accordance with regulations pre- 
scribed by him and at such times and in such installments as may be reasonable, 
the remainder of the Federal share of the cost of the project. 

(b) Upon approving the application of any local educational agency under 
section 205 (c), the Commissioner of Education shall certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to such agency an amount equal to the maximum 
amount which such agency is entitled to receive under section 202 less any amount 
which such agency has received or will receive under subsection (a) of this section. 

(c) For each fiscal year the Commissioner of Education shall determine the 
portion of the funds appropriated to carry out the purposes of this title which 
shall be available for carrying out the provisions of sections 203 and 204. The 
remainder of such funds shall be available for making payments to local educa- 
tional agencies for which applications have been approved under subsections (b) 
and (c) of section 205. 

(d) If the Commissioner of Education determines for any fiscal year that the 
funds which will be available therefor may not be sufficient to pay in full the 
amounts which all local educational agencies would otherwise be entitled to 
receive under applications approved under this title before the end of such year, 
he shall by regulations prescribe (1) a date or dates before which all applications 
for payments out of such fund shall be filed, and (2) the order in which the 
certifications required by subsections (a) and (b) of this section will be made. 
The order so prescribed shail be based on relative urgency of need and shall give 
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applications under section 205 (b) priority over applications under section 205 (ce). 

(e) The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to each local educational agency 
in accordance with the certification of the Commissioner. Any funds paid to a 
local educational agency and not expended for the purposes for which paid shall 
be repaid to the Treasury of the United States. 


WITHHOLDING OF CERTIFICATION; APPEALS 


Sec. 207. (a) Whenever the Commissioner of Edueation, after reasonable notice 
and opportunity for hearing to a local educational agency, finds (1) that there is 
a substantial failure to comply with the drawings and specifications for the 
project, (2) that any funds paid to a local educational agency under this title have 
been diverted from the purposes for which paid, or (3) that any assurance given in 
an application is not being or cannot be carried out, the Commissioner may forth- 
with notify the Secretary of the Treasury and such agency that no further certi- 
fication will be made under this title with respect to such ageney until there is 
no longer any failure to comply or the diversion or default has been corrected 
or, if compliance or correction is impossible, until such agency repays or arranges 
for the repayment of Federal moneys which have been diverted or improperly 
expended, 

(b) The final refusal of the Commissioner to approve part or all of any applica- 
tion under this title, and the Commissioner’s final action under subsection (a) 
of this section, shall be subject to judicial review on the record, in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the circuit in which the local educational agency 
is located, in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative Procedure 
Act. 

ADMINISTRATION 


Src. 208. (a) In the administration of this Act, no department, agency, officer, 
or employee of the United States shall exercise any direction, supervision, or con- 
trol over the personnel, curriculuin, or program of instruction of any school or 
school system of any local or State educational agency. 

(b) The Commissioner of Education shall administer this Act, and he may 
make such regulations and perform such other functions as he finds necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

(c) The Commissioner shall include in his annual report to the Congress a full 
report of the administration of his functions under this Act, including a detailed 
statement of receipts and disbursements. 

(d) With respect to compliance with and enforcement of the prevailing wage 
provisions of section 205 (b) (1) (2), the Secretary of Labor shall prescribe 
appropriate standards, regulations, and procedures, which shall be observed 
by the agencies administering such provisions, and shall cause to be made by the 
Department of Labor such investigations as he deems desirable. 


USE OF OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES; TRANSFER AND AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 209. (a) In carrying out his functions under this title, the Commissioner 
of Education may utilize the facilities and services of any Federal department 
or agency and may delegate the performance of any of his functions to any officer 
or employee of any Federal department or agency. The Cominissioner of ld- 
ucation shall exercise the authority contained in the preceding sentence whenever 
such exercise will avoid the creation within the Office of Education of a staff 
and facilities which duplicate existing available staffs and facilities. Any such 
utilization or delegation shall be pursuant to proper agreement with the Federal 
department or agency concerned; and payment to cover the cost thereof shall be 
made either in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may be provided in such 
agreement. 

(b) All Federal departments or agencies administering Federal property on 
which children reside, and all such departments or agencies principally responsible 
for Federal activities which may give rise to a need for the construction of school 
facilities, shall to the maximum extent practicable comply with requests of the 
Commissioner for information he may require in carrying out the purposes of this 
title. 

(ec) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1951, and for each of the two succeeding fiscal years, such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this title, including the administration 
thereof. Sums so appropriated, other than sums appropriated for administration, 
shall remain available until expended. Not to excecd 10 per centum of the amount 
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so appropriated for any fiscal year (exclusive of any sums appropriated for ad- 
ministration) may be used by the Commissioner, under regulations prescribed by 
him, to make grants to local educational agencies eligible for payments under 
section 202, where (1) the application of such agencies would be approved under 
section 205 (b) but for the agencies’ inability, unless aided by such grants, to 
finance the non-Federal share of the cost of the projects set forth in their applica- 
tions, or (2) although the applications of such agencies have been approved, the 
projects covered by such applications could not, without such grants, be completed, 
because of flood, fire, or similar emergency affecting either the work on the projects 
or the agencies’ ability to finance the non-Federal share of the cost of the projects. 
Such grants shall be in addition to the payments otherwise provided under this 
title, shall be made to those local educational agencies whose need for additional 
aid is the most urgent and acute, and insofar as practicable shall be made in the 
same manner and upon the same terms and conditions as such other payments. 

(d) Such portion of the appropriations of any other department or ageney for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
determines to be available for the same purposes as this title, shall, except to the 
extent necessary to carry out during such year contracts made prior to the enact- 
ment of this Act, be transferred to the Commissioner for use by him in carrying 
out such purposes. 

(e) No appropriation to any department or agency of the United States, other 
than an appropriation to carry out this title, shall be available during the period 
beginning July 1, 1951, and ending June 30, 19538, for the same purpose as this 
title; except that nothing in this subsection or in subsection (d) of this section shall 
affect the availability during such period of appropriations (1) for the construction 
of school facilities on Federal property under the control of the Atomie Energy 
Commission, (2) for the construction of school facilities which are to be Federally 
operated for Indian children, or (3) for the construction of school facilities under 
the Alaska Publie Works Act, approved August 24, 1949. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 210. For the purposes of this Aet— 

(1) The term “Federal property’? means real property which is owned by the 
United States or is leased by the United States, and which is not subject to 
taxation by any State or any political subdivision of a State or by the District of 
Columbia. Such term includes real property leased from the Secretary of the 
Army, Navy, or Air Foree under section 805 of the National Housing Act, as 
amended, for the purpose of title VIII of such Act. Such term also includes real 
property held in trust by the United States for individual Indians or Indian tribes, 
and real property held by individual Indians or Indian tribes which is subject to 
restrictions on alienation imposed by the United States. Such term does not 
include (A) any real property used by the United States primarily for the provision 
of services to the local area in which such property is situated, (B) any real 
property used for a labor supply center, labor home, or labor camp for migratory 
farm workers, or (C) any low-rent housing project held under title II of the 
National Industrial Recovery Act, the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 
1935, the United States Housing Act of 1937, the Act of June 28, 1940 (Publie 
Law 671 of the Seventy-sixth Congress), or any law amendatory of or supple- 
mentary to any of such Acts. 

(2) The term ‘child’? means any child who is within the age limits for which 
the applicable State provides free public education. 

(3) The term “parent’’ includes a legal guardian or other person standing in 
loco parentis. 

(4) The term “free public education’? means education which is provided at 
public expense and under public supervision and direction, and which is provided 
as elementary or secondary school education in the applicable State. 

(5) Average daily attendance shall be determined in accordance with State 
law; except that, notwithstanding any other provision of this title, where the 
local educational agency of the school district in which any child resides makes 
or contracts to make a tuition payment for the free public education of such child 
in a school situated in another school district, for purposes of this title the attend- 
ance of such child shall be held and considered 

(A) if the two local educational agencies concerned so agree, and if such 
agreement is approved by the Commissioner, as attendance at a school of 
the local educational agency receiving such tuition payment; 
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(B) in the absence of any such approved agreement, as attendance at a 
school of the local educational agency so making or contracting to make 
such tuition payment. 

In any determination of average daily attendance, children who are not provided 
free public education (as defined in paragraph (4)) shall not be counted. 

(6) The term ‘current fiscal year’? means (A) with respect to an application 
approved before July 1, 1951, the fiseal vear ending June 30, 1951, and (B) with 
respect to an application approved after June 380, 1951, the fiseal year ending 
June 30, 1952. 

(7) The average per pupil cost of constructing complete school facilities in 
the State in whieh the school district of a local educational ageney is situated 
shall be determined by the Commissioner of Edueation on the basis of econtraets 
entered into during the fiseal year preceding the fiscal vear in which the appli- 
cation is approved. If the Commissioner finds that the information available 
for the State concerned for such preceding fiscal year is inadequate or not suffi- 
ciently representative, he shall determine such cost on the basis of sueh informa- 
tion as he has available and after consultation with the State educational agency. 

(8) Estimates of average daily.attendance during a current fiscal year, and 
all other determinations with respect to eligibility and maximum amount of 
payment, shall be made as of the time of the approval of the application for 
which made, and shail be made on the basis of the best information available 
at the time of such approval. 

(9) The terms ‘construct’, “constructing’’, and ‘‘construction”’ inelude the 
preparation of drawings and specifications for school facilities; ereeting, building, 
acquiring, altering, remodeling, improving, or extending school facilities; and 
the inspection and supervision of the construction of school facilities. 

(10) The term ‘school facilities’’ ineludes classrooms and related facilities: 
and initial equipment, machinery, and utilities necessary or appropriate for school 
purposes. Such term does not inelude athletic stadia, or structures or facilities 
intended primarily for athletic exhibitions, contests, or games or other events 
for which admission is to be charged to the general public. Except as used in 
sections 203 and 204, such term does not inelude interests in land and off-site 
improvements. 

(11) Sehool facilities shall be deemed adequate for a given number of children 
if, under applicable State standards, they are adequate for the full-time education 
of such number of children. 

(12) The term ‘‘local educational agency’? means a board of education or 
other legally constituted local school authority having administrative control and 
direction of free public education in a county, township, independent, or other 
school district located within a State. Such term includes any State agency 
which directly operates and maintains facilities for providing free publie education. 

(13) The term ‘State educational agency’? means the officer or ageney pri- 
marily responsible for the State supervision of public elementary and secondary 
schools. 

(14) The term “State”? means a State, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or the 
Virgin Islands; except that for the purposes of title I the term includes, in addi- 
tion, the Distriet of Columbia. 

(15) The terms ‘‘Commissioner of Education” and ‘‘Commissioner’’ mean the 
United States Commissioner of Education. 

(16) For the purposes of title I, the term ‘school-age population’? means that 
part of the population which is between the ages of five and seventeen, both 
inclusive, and the school-age population of the several States shall be determined 
on the basis of the most recent estimates certified by the Department of Commerce; 
and for such purposes the term ‘“‘school’’ means any elementary or secondary school 
which is tax-supported and publicly administered. 


Approved September 23, 1950. 


’ 
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{Pustic Law 874—-8lst ConGress] 
[(Cuaprer 1124—2p Session] 


R. 7940] 
AN ACT To provide financial assistance for local educational agencies in areas affected by Federal activities, 
and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, . 


DECLARATION OF PoLicy 


Section 1. In recognition of the responsibility of the United States for the 
impact which certain Federal activities have on the local educational agencies 
in the areas in which such activities are carried on, the Congress hereby declares 
it to be the policy of the United States to provide financial assistance (as set 
forth in the following sections of this Act)for those local educational agencies 
upon which the United States has placed financial burdens by reason of the fact 
thet— 

(1) the revenues available to such agencies from local sources have been 
reduced as the result of the acquisition of real property by the United States; 
or 

(2) such agencies provide education for children residing on Federal prop- 
erty; or 

(3) such agencies provide education for children whose parents are em- 
ploved on Federal property; or 

(4) there has been a sudden and substantial increase in school attendance 
as the result of Federal activities, 


FEDERAL ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY 


Sec. 2. (a) Where the Commissioner, after consultation with any local educa- 
tional agency and with the appropriate State educational agency, determines for 
the fiseal vear beginning July 1, 1950, or for any of the three succeeding fiscal 
years— 

(1) that the United States owns Federal property in the school district 
of such local educational agency, and that such property (A) has been ac- 
quired by the United States since 1938, (B) was not acquired by exchange 
for other Federal property in the school district which the United States 
owned before 1939, and (C) had an assessed value (determined as of the time 
or times when so acquired) aggregating 10 per centum or more of the assessed 
value of all real property in the school district (similarly determined as of 
the time or times when such Federal property was so acquired); and 

(2) that such aequisition has placed a substantial and continuing financial 
burden on such agency; and 

(3) that such agency is not being substantially compensated for the loss 
in revenue resulting from such acquisition by (A) other Federal payments, 
or (B) increases in revenue accruing to the agency from the carrying on of 
Federal activities with respect to the property so acquired. 

then the local educational agency shall be entitled to receive for such fiscal year 
such amount as, in the judgment of the Commissioner, is equal to the continuing 
Federal responsibility for the additional financial burden with respect to current 
expenditures placed on such ageney by such acquisition of property, to the extent 
such agency is not compensated for such burden by other Federal payments. 
Such amount shall not exceed the amount which, in the judgment of the Com- 
missioner, such agency would have derived in such year, and would have had 
available for current expenditures, from the property acquired by the United 
States (such amount to be determined without regard to any improvements or 
other changes made in or on such property since such acquisition), minus the 
amount which in his judgment the local educational ageney derived from other 
Federal payments and had available in such year for current expenditures. 

(b) For the purposes of this section— 

(1) The term “other Federal payments’? means payments in lieu of taxes, 
and any other payments, made with respect to Federal property pursuant to 
any law of the United States other than this Act. 

(2) Any real property with respect to which payments are being made 
under section 13 of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended, 
shall not be regarded as Federal property. 
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(c) Where the school district of any local educational agency shall have been 
formed at any time after 1938 by the consolidation of two or more former school 
districts, such agency may elect (at the time it files application under section 5) 
for any fiscal year to have (1) the eligibility of such local educational agency, and 
(2) the amount which such agency shall be entitled to receive, determined under 
this section only with respect to such of the former school districts comprising 
such consolidated school district as the agency shall designate in such eleetion. 


CHILDREN ResipInG On, on Wuose Parents On, Feprran 
PROPERTY 


Sec. 3. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1950, and for each of the three 
succeeding fiscal years, each local educational agency which provides free public 
education during such year for children who reside on Federal property with a 
parent employed on Federal property shall be entitled to an amount equal to 
the number of such children in average daily attendance during such vear at the 
schools of such ageney, multiplied by the local contribution rate (determined 
under subsection (c)). 

(b) For the fiscal vear beginning July 1, 1950, and for each of the three sueceed- 
ing fiscal years, each local educational ageney of a State which provides free 
public education during such year for children who reside on Federal property, 
or who reside with a parent employed on Federal property part or all of which 
is situated in such State, shall be entitled to an amount equal to the number of 
such children in average daily attendance during such vear at the schools of such 
agency, multiplied by one-half the local contribution rate (determined under 
subsection (c)). If both subsection (a) and this subsection apply to a child, the 
local educational ageney shall elect which of such subsections shall apply to such 
child. 

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION RATE 


(c) The local contribution rate for a local educational agency for any fiscal 
year shall be computed by the Commissioner of Education, after consultation 
with the State educational agency and the local educational agency in the follow- 
ing Manner: 

(1) he shall determine which school districts within the State are in his 
judgment most nearly comparable to the school district of the agency for 
which the computation is being made; and 

(2) he shall then divide (A) the aggregate current expenditures, during the 
second fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which he is making the com- 
putation, which the local educational agencies of such comparable school 
districts made from revenues derived from local sources, by (B) the aggregate 
number of children in average daily attendance to whom such agencies 
provided free public education during such second preceding fiscal year. 

The local contribution rate shall be an amount equal to the quotient obtained 
under clause (2) of this subsection. If, in the judgment of the Commissioner, the 
current expenditures in those school! distriets which he has selected under clause 
(1) are not reasonably comparable because of unusual geographical factors which 
affect the current expenditures necessary to Maintain, in the school district of the 
local educational agency for which the computation is being made, a level of 
education equivalent to that maintained in such other distriets, the Commissioner 
may increase the local contribution rate for such agency by such amount as he 
determines will compensate such ageney for the increase in current expenditures 
necessitated by such unusual geographical factors. 


LIMITATIONS ON ELIGIBILITY; LIMITATIONS ON PAYMENT 


(d) (1) No local educational agency shall be entitled to receive any payment 
for a fiscal year under subsection (a) or subsection (b), as the case may be, unless 
the number of children who are in average daily attendance during such year 
and to whom such subsection applies— 

(A) is ten or more; and 
(B) amounts (o 3 per centum or more of the total number of children who 
are in average daily attendance during such year and for whom such agency 
provides free public education. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of clause (B) of this paragraph, the Commissioner 
may waive the 3 per centum condition of entitlement contained in such clause 
whenever, in his judgment, exceptional circumstances exist which would make the 
application of such condition inequitable and would defeat the purpeses of this Act. 
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(2) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this section, where the average 
daily attendance at the schools of any local educational agency during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1939, exceeded 35,000— ; 

(A) such ageney’s percentage requirement for eligibility (as set forth in 
paragraph (1) of this subsection) shall be 6 per centum instead of 3 per 
centum (and those provisions of such paragraph (1) which relate to the 
lowering of the percentage requirement shall not apply); and 

(B) in determining the amount which such agency is entitled to receive 
under subsection (a) or (b), the agency shall be entitled to receive payment 
with respect to only so many of the number of children whose attendance 
serves as the basis for eligibility under such subsection, as exceeds 3. per 
centum of the number of all children in average daily attendance at the schools 
of such agency during the fiscal vear for which payment is to be made. 


ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS DURING PERIOD IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING IMPACT 


(e) Where— 

(1) a local educational agency is entitled under subsection (a) or (b) to 
receive a payment for any fiscal vear with respect to the education of a child; 
and 

(2) under State law, the eligibility of such agenev for State aid with respect 
to the free publie education of such child is determined on a basis no less 
favorable to such agency than the basis used in determining the eligibility 
of local educational agencies for State aid with respect to the free public 
education of other children in the State; and 

(3) such agency is not vet eligible to receive for such child part or all of 
such State aid, 

the payment under subsection (a) or (b), as the case may be, shall be increased 
by an amount equal to the amount of State aid for which such ageney is not vet 
eligible. 

ADJUSTMENT FOR CERTAIN DECREASES IN FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


(f) Whenever the Commissioner determines that— 

(1) a local educational ageney has made preparations to provide during a 
fiscal vear free public education to a certain number of children to whom 
subsection (a) or (b) applies; and 

(2) such number has been substantially reduced by reason of a decrease 
in or cessation of Federal activities. 

the amount to which such agency is otherwise entitled under this section for such 
vear shall be increased to the amount to which, in the judgment of the Commiss- 
sioner, such ageney would have been entitled but for such decrease in or cessation 
of Federal activities, minus any reduction in current expenditures for such year 
which the Commissioner determines that such agency has effected, or reasonably 
should have effected, by reason of such decrease in or cessation of Federal ac- 
tivities. 
CERTAIN FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO BE DEDUCTED 

(g) In determining the total amount which a local educational agency is 
entitled to receive under this section for a fiseal vear, the Commissioner shall 
deduct (1) such amount as he determines such agency derived from other Federal 
payments (as defined in section 2 (b) (1)) and had available in such year for 
current expenditures (but only to the extent such payments are not deducted 
under the last sentence of section 2 (a)), and (2) such amount as he determines to 
be the value of transportation and of custodial and other maintenance services 
furnished such agency by the Federal Government during such year. 


SupDEN AND SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES IN ATTENDANCE 
INCREASES HEREAFTER OCCURRING 


Sec. 4. (a) If the Commissioner determines for the fiscal year beginning July 
1, 1950, or for any of the three succeeding fiscal years— 

(1) that, as the result of activities of the United States (carried on either 
directly or through a contractor), an increase in the number of children in 
average daily attendance at the schools of any local educational agency has 

occurred in such fiscal year, which increase so resulting from activities of the 
United States is equal to at least 10 per centum of the number of all children 
in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency during the preceding 
three-year period; and 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 13 


(2) that such activities of the United States have placed on such agency a 
substantial and continuing financial burden: and . 
(3) that such agency is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising due 
diligence in availing itself of State and other financial assistance but is unable 
to secure sufficient funds to meet the increased educational costs involved, 
then such agency shall be entitled to receive for the fiscal year for which the deter- 
mination is made, and for each of the two succeeding fiscal years (but in no event 
for any fiscal year ending after June 30, 1954), an amount equal to the produet of — 
(A) the number of children which the Commissioner determines to be the 
increase in average daily attendance, so resulting from activities of the United 
States, in the fiscal year for which payment is to be made; and 
(B) the amount which the Commissioner determines to be the current 
expenditures per child necessary to provide free public education to such 
additional children during such year, minus the amount which the Com- 
missioner determines to be available from Federal, State, and local sources 
for such purpose (not counting as available for such purpose either payments 
under this Act, or funds from local sources required to meet current expendi- 
tures necessary to provide free publie education to other ehildren). 
The number of children which the Commissioner determines under clause (A) to 
be the increase in average daily attendance for any fiscal vear shall not exceed the 
number of all children in average daily attendance at the schools of such ageney 
during such year, minus the number of all children in average daily attendance at 
the schools of such agency during the preceding three-year period. The deter- 
mination under clause (B) shall be made by the Commissioner after considering 
the current expenditures per child in providing free public education in those 
school districts within the State which, in the judgment of the Commissioner, are 
most nearly comparable to the school district of the local educational ageney for 
which the computation is being made. 


INCREASES HERETOFORE OCCURRING 


(b) (1) If the Commissioner determines in any fiscal vear ending before July 
1, 1954— 

(A) that, as the result of activities of the United States (carried on either 
directly or through a contractor), an inerease in the number of children in 
average daily attendance at the schools of any local educational ageney has 
occurred after June 30, 1939, and before July 1, 1950; and 

(B) that the portion of such increase so resulting from activities of the 
United States which still exists in such fiseal year amounts to not less than 
25 per centum (or to not less than 15 per centum where, in the judgment of 
the Commissioner, exceptional circumstances exist which would make the 
application of the 25 per centum condition of entitlement inequitable and 
would defeat the purposes of this Act) of the number of all children in average 
daily attendance at the schools of such ageney during the fiseal year ending 
June 30, 1939; and 

(C) that such activities of the United States have placed on such ageney 
a substantial and continuing financial burden; and 

(D) that such ageney is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising 
due diligence in availing itself of State and other financial assistance but is 
unable to secure sufficient funds to meet the increased educational costs 
involved, 

then such ageney shall be entitled to receive for the fiseal vear in which the de- 
termination is made, and for each succeeding fiscal vear ending before July 1, 
1954, an amount determined as follows: For the fiseal year ending June 30, 1951, 
100 per centum of the product determined as provided in paragraph (2); for the 
fiscal vear ending June 30, 1952, 75 per centum of such product; for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1953, 50 per centum of such product; and for the fiseal year 
ending June 30, 1954, 25 per centum of such product 

(2) The product referred to in paragraph (1) for a fiscal year shall be an amount 
equal to— 

(A) the number of children which the Commissioner determines to be the 
increase in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency, so result- 
ing from activities of the United States, which still exists in such fiscal year 
(determined as provided in clauses (A) and (B) of paragraph (1)); multiplied 
by 

(B) the amount which the Commissioner determines to be the current 
expenditures per child necessary to provide free publie education to such 
additional children during such year, minus the amount which the Commis- 
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sioner determines to be available from Federal, State, and local sources for 
such purpose (not counting as available for such purpose either payments 
under this Act, or funds from local sources required to meet current expendi- 
tures necessary to provide free public education to other children). 
The number of children which the Commissioner determines under clause (A) 
to be the incresse in average daily attendance which still exists in any fiscal year 
shall not exceed the number of all children in average daily attendance at the 
schools of such ageney during such year, minus the number of all children in 
average daily attendance at the schools of sueh agency during the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1939. ‘The determination under clause (8) shail be made by the 
Commissioner after considering the current expenditures per child in providing 
free publie education in those school districts within the State which, in the judg- 
ment of the Commissioner, are most nearly comparable to the school district of 
the local educational agency for which the computation is being made. 


CERTAIN CHILDREN NOT TO BE COUNTED 


(c) In determining under this section (1) whether there has been an increase 
in attendance in any fiseal year and whether any increase in attendance still 
exists in any fiscal vear, and (2) the number of children with respect to whom 
payment is to be made for any fiscal year, the Commissioner shall not ecount— 

(A) children with respect to whom a local educational agency is, or upon 
application would be, entitled to receive any payment under subsection (a) 
or (b) of section 3 for such fiscal year, and 

(B) children whose attendance is attributable to activities of the United 
States carried on in connection with real property which has been excluded 
from the definition of Federal property by the last sentence of paragraph 
(1) of seetion 9. 

LIMITATIONS ON ELIGIBILITY AND PAYMENT 


(d) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this section, where the average 
daily attendance at the schools of any local educational ageney during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1939, exceeded 35,000— 

(1) such ageney’s percentage requirement for eligibility under subsection 
(a) shall be 15 per centum instead of 10 per centum, and its percentage 
requirement for eligibility under subsection (b) shall be 30 per centum in- 
stead of 25 per centum (and those provisions of subsection (b) (1) (B) which 
relate to the lowering of the percentage requirement shall not apply); and 

(2) in determining the amount which such ageney is entitled to receive 
under subsection (a) or (b), the agency shall be entitled to receive payment 
with respect to only so many of the number of children for whom the ageney 
would otherwise be entitled to receive payment under such subsection, as 
exceeds (A) in the case of subsection (a), 10 per centum of the number of 
all children in average daily attendance at the schools of such ageney during 
the fiscal year for which payment is to be made, or (B) in the case of sub- 
section (b), 25 per centum of all children so in average daily attendance. 


CONSULTATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL AUTHORITIES 


(e) All determinations of the Commissioner under this section shall be made 
only after consultation with the State educational agency and the local educa- 
tional agency. 

Mernop oF MAkInG PAYMENTS 


APPLICATION 


Sec. 5. (a) No local educational ageney shall be entitled to any payment 
under section 2, 3, or 4 of this Act for any fiscal year except upon application 
therefor, submitted through the State educational agency and filed in accordance 
with regulations of the Commissioner, which application gives adequate assurance 
that the local educational ageney will submit such reports as the Commissioner 
may reasonably require to determine the amount to which such agency is entitled 
under this Act. 

CERTIFICATION AND PAYMENT 


(b) The Commissioner shall, for each calendar quarter, certify to the Secretary 
of the Treasury for payment to each local educational agency, either in advance 
or by way of reimbursement, the amount which the Commissioner estimates 
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such agency is entitled to receive under this Act for such quarter. The amount 
so certified for any quarter shall be reduced or increased, as the case may be, by 
any sum by which he finds that the amount paid to the agency under this Aet 
for any prior quarter was greater or less than the amount which should have 
been paid to it for such prior quarter. Upon receipt of such certitication, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall, prior to audit or settlement by the General 
Accounting Office, pay to the local educational ageney in accordance with such 
certification. 


ADJUSTMENTS WHERE NECESSITATED BY APPROPRIATIONS 


(c) If the funds appropriated for a fiscal vear for making the payments provided 
in this Act are not sufficient to pay in full the total amounts to which all local 
educational agencies are entitled, the Commissioner shall reduce the amounts 
which he certifies under subsection (b) for such vear for payment to each local 
educational ageney by the percentage by which the funds so appropriated are less 
than the total necessary to pay to such agencies the full amount to which they 
are entitled under this Act. 


CHILDREN ror Locat Acenctes Arne Unasie To Proving Epucation 


Src. 6. In the ease of ‘children who reside on Federal property 

(1) if no tax revenues of the State or any political subdivision thereof may 

be expended for the free public education of such children: or ; 

(2) if it is the judgment of the Commissioner, after he has consulted with 

the appropriate State educational agency, that no local edneational ageney 

is able to provide suitable free public education for such ehildren, , 

the Commissioner shall make such arrangements (other than arrangements 
with respect to the acquisition of land, the erection of facilities, interest, or debt 
service) as may be necessary to provide free public education for such children. 
To the maximum extent practicable, such education shall be comparable to free 
publie education provided for children in comparable communities in the State. 


ADMINISTRATION 


Sec. 7. (a) In the administration of this Act, no department, agency, officer, 
or employee of the United States shall exercise any direction, supervision, or 
control over the personnel, curriculum, or program of instruction of any school 
or school system of any local or State educational agency. 

(b) The Commissioner shall administer this Act, and he may make such regula- 
tions and perform such other functions as he finds necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this Act. 

(c) The Commissioner shall include in his annual report to the Congress a full 
report of the administration of his functions under this Act, including a detailed 
statement of receipts and disbursements. 


Use oF OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES: TRANSFER AND AVAILABILITY 
: APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 8. (a) In carrying out his functions under this Act, the Commissioner is 
authorized, pursuant to proper agreement with any other Federal department or 
agency, to utilize the services and facilities of such department or agency, and, 
when he deems it necessary or appropriate, to delegate to any officer or employee 
thereof the function under section 6 of making arrangements for providing free 
public education. Payment to cover the cost of such utilization or of carrying 
out such delegated function shall be made either in advance or by way of reim- 
bursement, as may be provided in such agreement. 

(b) All Federal departments or agencies administering Federal property on 
which children reside, and all such departments or agencies principally responsible 
for Federal activities which may occasion assistance under this Act, shall to the 
maximum extent practicable comply with requests of the Commissioner for 
information he may require in carrying out the purposes of this Act. 

(c) Such portions of the appropriations of any other department or agency for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
determines to be available for the same purposes as this Act, shall, except to the 
extent necessary to carry out during such year contracts made prior to the enact- 
ment of this Act, be transferred to the Commissioner for use by him in carrying 
out such purposes. 
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(d) No appropriation to any department or agency of the United States, other 
than an appropriation to carry out this Act, shall be available during the period 
beginning July 1, 1951, and ending June 30, 1954, for the same purposes as this 
Act, except that nothing in this subsection or in subsection (c) of this section shall 
affect the availability of appropriations for the maintenance and operation of 
school facilities on Federal property under the control of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 9. For the purposes of this Act— 

(1) The term ‘Federal property’? means real property which is owned by the 
United States or is leased by the United States, and which is not subject to taxation 
by any State or any political subdivision of a State or by the District of Columbia. 
Such term includes real property leased from the Secretary of the Army, Navy, or 
Air Force under section 805 of the National Housing Act, as amended, for the 
purpose of title VIII of such Act. Such term also includes real property held 
in trust by the United States for individual Indians or Indian tribes, and real 
property held by individual Indians or Indian tribes which is subject to restric- 
tions on alienation imposed by the United States. Such term does not include 
(A) any real property used by the United States primarily for the provision of 
services to the local area in which such property is situated, (B) any real property 
used for a labor supply center, labor home, or labor camp for migratory farm 
workers, or (C) any low-rent housing project held under title II of the National 
Industrial Recovery Act, the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935, the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, the Act of June 28, 1940 (Public Law 671 
of the Seventy-sixth Congress), or any law amendatory of or supplementary to 
any of such Acts. 

(2) The term “child’’ means any child who is within the age limits for which 
the applicable State provides free public education. Such term does not include 
any child who is a member, or the dependent of a member, of any Indian tribal 
organization, recognized as such under the laws of the United States relating to 
Indian affairs, and who is eligible for educational services provided pursuant to 
a capital grant by the United States, or under the supervision of, or pursuant to 
a contract or other arrangement with, the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

(3) The term “parent’’ includes a legal guardian or other person standing in 
loco parentis. 

(4) The term “free public education” means education which is provided at 
public expense, under public supervision and direction, and without tuition 
charge, and which is provided as elementary or secondary school education in 
the applicable State. 

(5) The term “current expenditures’? means expenditures for free public 
education to the extent that such expenditures are made trom current revenues, 
except that such term does not include any such expenditure for the acquisition 
of land, the erection of facilities, interest, or debt service. 

(6) The term “local educational agency’? means a board of education or other 
legally constituted local school authority having administrative control and 
direction of free public education in a county, township, independent, or other 
school district located within a State. Such term includes any State agency 
which directly operates and maintains facilities for providing free public education. 

(7) The term “State educational agency” means the officer or agency primarily 
responsible tor the State supervision of public elementary and secondary schools, 

(8) The term ‘State’? means a State, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or the 
Virgin Islands. 

(9) The terms “Commissioner of Education” and ‘Commissioner’? means the 
United States Commissioner of Education. 

(10) Average daily attendance shall be determined in accordance with State 
law; except that, notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, where the 
local educational agency of the school district in which any child resides makes 
or contracts to make a tuition payment for the free public education of such 
child in a school situated in another school district, for purposes of this Act the 
attendance of such child at such school shall be held and considered (A) to be 
attendance at a school of the local educational agency so making or contracting 
to make such tuition payment, and (B) not to be attendance at a school of the 
local educational agency receiving such tuition payment or entitled to receive 
such tuition payment under the contract. 


Approved September 30, 1950. 
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Chairman McConxne tu. Now, there have been two reasons for hold- 
ing these hearings. One of them is that Public Law 815 expires as of 
June 30 of this year, and for all practical purposes it expired a year ago, 
because no new obligations could be considered. The second reason 
for holding the hearings is the committee feels that certain changes 
have occurred throughout the country in many of these districts, 
and for that reason there probably should be some change in the 
formula dealing with the amount and type of aid given. 

In line with this, the Speaker has referred to our committee for its 
consideration two communications from the executive agency ad- 
ministering these laws. These contain letters of transmittal, pro- 
posed bills to amend Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, respectively, 
and a section-by-section analysis of the proposed bills. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


FEDERAL Securtry AGENCY, 
Washington, April 2, 1953, 
Hon. Joseph W. Martin, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: The President of the United States, in his state of the 
Union message, called particular attention to the school problem caused by the 
rapid growth of defense activities in many communities, and recommended ex- 
tension of the legislation providing aid for the construction of schools in these 
communities (Publie Law 815, Cong.). 

There is enclosed for your consideration a draft of a bill amending Public Law 
815 which is designed to carry out this recommendation. 

Public Law 815 was enacted in 1950 primarily to deal with the Federal Govern- 
ment’s responsibility for aiding school construction in communities that had 
been burdened with substantial increases in school attendance since June 30, 
1939, and up to June 30, 1952, as a result of defense and related Federal activi- 
ties between those dates. It established June 30, 1952, as the last date as of 
which applications for assistance in the construction of school facilities would 
be accepted. It also authorized appropriations for 1 additional year, i. e., for 
the current fiscal year, to make Federal payments on the basis of such applications. 

The enclosed amendments would add a new title II] to Publie Law 815 pro- 
viding aid in meeting school construction needs in localities overburdened by 
school membership increases since June 30, 1952 and up to June 30, 1954, which 
are attributable to new or increased defense and related Federal activities. It 
would also add a new title IV which would be addressed to school construction 
problems in other federally affected areas which have a serious federaily caused 
school construction problem but which have had no substantial increases in school] 
population in recent years. 

Sr santint oh available indicates that between June 30, 1952 and June 30, 1954 
there will be an increase, due to inmigration on account of defense and related 
activities, in children who live on or whose parents are employed on nontaxable 
Federal property of approximately 250,000 between June 30, 1952 and June 30 
1954, and that almost 230,000 of these will be without school facilities. 

This estimated inerease in federally connected children during the present and 
succeeding vears results from a variety of Federal projects, most of them related 
directly to the defense of the Nation. In some eases these are entirely new 
Federal activities, such as the new Atomie Energy Commission projects in southern 
Ohio and Illinois and the new airbase in New Hampshire. In other cases the 
increase is due to expansion of existing activities. In still other communities, 
the increase results from expansion of employment in factories or industries 
producing materials for defense purposes. While the housing at which the 
employees live is generally taxable, the rapid expansion of defense activity causes 
such a large increase in school children in a short period of time that the com- 
munities are unable to absorb them into their existing school facilities or currently 
to finance construction of new school facilities for them. 

Many of the communities receiving these new impacts of additional children 
are small towns or rural areas with only meager financial resources and with 
existing school facilities usually strained to the maximum. Moreover, most of 
these and the other school distriets experiencing this 250,000 inerease due to 
inmigration on account of defense and related activities will also face, over this 
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same 2-year period, a 10 percent or greater increase in school enrollment due to 
birthrate increases of non-Federal and federally connected children already in 
their districts. These districts report an estimated total inerease in school 
enrollment during the 2-vear period since June 30, 1952 of 520,000, of which less 
than half are expected to be children of parents who migrated into the communities 
because of defense activities. 

The obligation of the Federal Government to provide some help to these 
communities in meeting the school-construction needs for which it is in large 
measure responsible, is clear. In providing this aid, the Government will also 
accomplish another important Federal purpose; for, if school facilities are not 
available for any substantial numbers of children in these communities, the defense 
program will suffer from reeruitment difficulties, high emplovee turnover, and 
low employee morale. 

The proposed new title ITI of Publie Law 815 in the enclosed draft bill is 
designed to enable the Federal Government to meet these Federal responsibilities. 
This new title is in many respects similar to title III of the existing law. Like 
title II, it establishes a temporary program. Although appropriations under 
the new title are authorized for fiscal 1954 and fiscal 1955, it is essentially a 1-year 
program; no applications for aid may be received after June 80, 1954, and aid is 
to be based on increases in school membership as of the end of the school year 
1953-54. 

The new title will write into the basie law what is substantially the existing 
practice in making payments under title I]. While under the existing title II 
of Public Law 815 local educational agencies are entitled to a percentage of the 
per tupil cost of constructing complete school facilities for the federally connected 
children, the unavailability of sufficient appropriations to pay all these entitle- 
ments in full has thus far required limitation of payments to the cost of providing 
the minimum school facilities needed for unhoused children (i. e., children for whom 
minimum facilities are not available) in the school districts concerend. This 
limitation, spelled out in regulations under title IT, is written into the new title 
III as a basic limitation on the amount of Federal aid that may be extended to 
any school district. 

Also, as under the existing regulations, the Commissioner of Education will 
from time to time set cutoff dates for the filing of applications for aid in the con- 
struction of school facilities under the new title III. If the funds available for the 
purrose on such date are insufficient to pay the aid requested in all the approvable 
applications filed prior to such date, he is to set priorities for approval of such 
applications based on the relative urgency of need of the local agencies. A similar 
priority system has been followed in making payments under title IT. 

The advantages of objective formulas for determining the maximum which a 
local educetional agency may receive—based on the number of federally con- 
nected children—will be retained in the new title III, Under title II of the 
existing law a local educational agency is “entitled” to the number of federally 
connected children multiplied by a varying percentage (95 percent in the case of 
children who live on Federal property with a parent employed on Federal property, 
70 pereent if they either live on or live with a parent employed on Federal property, 
and 45 percent in the case of those whose attendance otherwise results from 
Federal activities) of the State average per pupil cost of constructing complete 
school facilities. In determining the maximum on the payments for each local 
agency under the new title TIT, similar objective formulas will be used; however, 
the percentage for the second category will be reduced to 45 percent, and the per 
pupil construction cost for each of the three categories will be geared to minimum, 
rather than complete, school facilities. 

The provisions of the existing title II relating to conditions for approval of 
applications, provision of facilities for children residing on Federal property 
where no local ageney is able to do so, and provision of facilities in the case of 
school attendance of temporary duration, as well as the administrative and related 
provisions, have either been made applicable to the new title or been repeated 
with only minor changes. 

There are, however, a number of respects in which the new title IIT would 
differ from the existing title II. While most of these differences are minor or 
technicsl in neture, several are significant. Perhaps the most significant is the 
absence from the new title of the concept of entitlement. This concept of entitle- 
ment may well have been appropriate in legislation enacted in 1950 to meet a 
long overdue obligetion of the United States in connection with increased school 
attendance resulting from World War II activities. In such legislation it was 
appropriate to provide equitable treatment as between those communities which 
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had extended themselves and provided facilities as the need arose, and those 
which had not done so. Thus title II authorized reimbursement payments where 
the school district had no need for additional facilities. ; 

The new title III, on the other hand, is designed to meet only the most urgent 
need for minimum school facilitites in areas currently experiencing substantial 
increases in school membership as a result of recent increases in Federal activities— 
and to meet this need within such amount as the Congress determines is necessary 
for the purpose. The concept of entitlement, irrespective of present need for 
facilities or availability of Federal appropriations, is not appropriate in such @ 
proposal. 

Another difference is the inclusion, as federally connected children for pur- 
poses of the new title III, of the children of parents who work on Federal property 
which, though not in the same State as the school district in which the children 
attend school, is within reasonable commuting distance from that distriet. Sinee 
the Federal activities in such a case are imposing a budren on the school district 
where the children attend school, no good reason appears for disregarding this 
burden in making the determination. 

The eligibility conditions under the new title III will be more stringent than 
those now applicable in title II. Under title II, in order for a local agency to be 
eligible on account of any of the 3 categories of federally conneeted children, 
the number of children in any category in attendance must be not less than 15 
and not less than a specified percentage (5 percent for 2 of the categories, LO 
percent for the third) of all children in attendance during the year involved. 
Under the new title, only the increase in the number of federally connected chil- 
dren in schoo! membership since the school vear 1951-52 will count toward eligi- 
bility, and the increase in the case of each category of federally connected children 
must be not less than 20 and not less than a specified percentage (5 percent for 
2 of the categories and 10 percent for the third) of the local agency’s school 
membership during the vear 1951-52. 

Under the existing title II, any distriet whose school attendance during the 
fiscal year 1039 exceeded 35,000 is required to meet higher eligibility eonditions— 
the number of federally connected children must be equal to at least 10 percent 
of the district’s total school attendance Curing the vear for which the application 
is filed in the case of the first category, 10 percent thereof in the ease of the seeond 
category, and 20 percent thereof in the ease of the third. In addition, a number 
of children, equal to 5 percent, 5 pereent, and 10 percent, respectively, of such 
total school attendance, is dedueted from the number of federally connected 
children with respect to whom sueh distriet would otherwise be entitled to receive 
payments. The new tiile [II would not similarly discriminate against large 
communities who have an ureent federally caused need for construction of mini- 
mum school facilities. We feel that the more stringent eligibility conditions 
imposed by the new title IIT on al! districts and the other limitations in the new 
title justify equal treatment for both the small and the large communities. 

The new title III also differs from the existing praetice under title If in reducing 
the number of federally connected children that can be counted toward Federal 
payments if the sehool distriet in question has experienced less than a 10-pereent 
increase in nonfederally connected children between the school year 1951-52 
and June 30, 1954. This additional requirement is designed to assure that eech 
agency aided under the craft bill’s amendments will have to absorb the cost of 
providing school facilities for what is expected to be the average inerease in school 
attendance from June 30, 1952, to July 1, 1954, over the country as a whole. It 
has been added on the assumption that local educational agencies with any non- 
federally connected children are not deserving of the aid contemplated by the 
new title III unless, in addition to a substantial inerease in school membership 
of federally connected children, they have also experienced the inerease in non- 
federally connected children expected for the country as a whole. 

As indicated above, the formula for computing the maximum on the total 
payments to a local educational agency differs from that used uncer tiiie I for 
computing the maximum entitlement by providing only 45 percent of the per- 
pupil cost of constructing minimum school facilities for the increased federally 
connected children in the second category—i. e., children who either live on or live 
with a parent employed on Federal property. ‘This reduction from the 70 percent 
rate now applicable will make the new title II] more nearly consistent with the 
principle of Federal responsibility for this category of children embodied in Public 
Law 874, 8lst Congress (providing aid to local educational agencies for mainte- 
nance and operation of schools with respect to federally connected children). 
This difference between the treatment provided for children who live on Federal 
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roperty with a parent employed on Federal property and the treatment provided 
or children who either live on or live with a parent employed on Federal property 
is based, as it is under Public Law 874, on the assumption that on the average 
about half the local share of the cost of public education comes from residential 
property taxes and half from taxes on other property. Where the child lives on 
tax-exempt Federal property with a parent employed on such property, no such 
tax revenues are derived. Where either but not both conditions exist, on the 
average the tax revenues derived will be about half of those derived in the case of 
other children. 

Finally, the new title III would differ from the existing title II by imposing 
two additional restrictions on payments with respect to children in the third 
category (children whose school membership is attributable to Federal activities) . 
In the first place, it would restrict the children counted in this category to those 
whose membership at the schools of a local educational agency directly results 
from activities of the United States. Under title II the children of many so- 
called service personnel—people who are not themselves employed in Federal 
activity but who come into the community to work in stores, transportation 
systems, municipal services, etc., servicing the personnel engaged in the Federal 
activity concerned—may be included. 

In the second place, the new title III would not permit any children to be 
counted in this category for a local educational agency unless the school district 
of such agency included at least part of an area declared to be a critical defense 
area by the President. Such areas would, as is generally the case with critical 
defense-housing areas under the Defense Housing and Community Facilities and 
Services Act of 1951 (Public Law 139, 82d Cong.), be areas in which the construc- 
tion, reactivation, or expansion of defense plants or military installations causes 
a substantial inmigration of defense workers or military personnel for whose 
children minimum school facilities were not available. 

We believe that these additional limitations on aid with respect to children in 
the third category are justified in view of the stringent budgetary situation of the 
Federal Government and in the light of the serious school construction load so 
many of the communities throughout the Nation must carry without Federal aid. 

The bill would also add a new title LV authorizing aid for areas burdened with 
large numbers of children residing on Federal property (principally Indian children 
living on tax-exempt property) which, because they could not show any substan- 
tial increase since 1939 in their federally caused school enroliments, could not be 
aided, or would not be adequately aided, under the law as presently written or 
under the new title Iff. Had the property on whilh the parents of these children 
resided been subject to taxation, the local educational agencies involved wouldhave 
had an increased tax hase to help them raise the funds necessary for an adequate 
school plant. From time to time in the past Congress has considered and, on 
occasion, enacted legislation authorizing aid for the construction of school facilities 
in disignated communities—usually those with large enrollments of Indian 
children—where a Federal responsibility has been found. This has been done ona 
case-by-case basis without much attention being paid to evolving an appropriate, 
uniform, national policy. The new title 1V will permit us to meet the most urgent 
needs and, on the basis of experience gained in its administration, to arrive at a 
sound national policy with respect to the unmet needs. 

The aid provided under this new title would, however, be limited. It would be 
extended only in connection with the provision of minimum school facilities which 
the area is unable to provide itself despite reasonable efforts to do so, and would be 
limited to the portion of the cost of facilities reasonably attributable to the children 
residing on Federal property. Appropriations for only $20 million and for only 
the fiscal year 1954 would be authorized. No new projects could be approved for 
aid after the end of that year although the funds appropriated would remain avail- 
able in the future to pay the Federal share of the cost of projects in which we had 
previously agreed to participate. 

As indicated above, no local educational agencies will be entitled to any amount 
under the new title III of Public Law 815. Instead, the new title is couched in 
terms of assisting the local agencies with the most urgent need for minimum school 
facilities in meeting that need, within the amount appropriated by the Congress’ 
The cost of the new title will, therefore, depend on the amount that the Congress 
appropriates. 

hose communities that can be expected to exerience an inerease in federally 
connected children of as much as 25 percent or more of their 1951-52 school 
membership will have an extremely urgent need for more school facilities. Not 
only will the new federally connected children have to be housed in these com- 
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munities, but still more facilities will be required to house a substantial number 
of new non-Federal children attributable to the unusually high birthrates of the 
postwar years. To provide the aid called for under the new title III to only 
these communities would require an appropriation of approximately $64 million. 
We feel that their need for facilities is so clear and so urgent as to require immedi- 
ate attention through the appropriation of at least this amount without undue 
delay. 

Should the Congress decide to meet the need for minimm sehool facilities in 
communities which have experienced an increase in federally connected school- 
children of less than 25 percent but more than 5 percent, more funds would have 
to be appropriated. Based on information now available we estimate that the 
maximum amount which would be spent for payments to local educational agen- 
cies for school construction under the provisions of the new title [[l—the amount 
required to provide each eligible community with the maximum payment per- 
mitted under the formulas—would be approximately $100 million, instead of the 
$64 million mentioned in the preceding paragraph. 

In addition to the two estimates above ($64 million and $100 million) of the 
possible cost of the new title III, we estimate that approximately $10 million 
more would be required for the provision of ‘‘on-base’’ facilities by the Federal 
Government under the new section 310, i. e., facilities provided by the United 
States for children living on Federal property for whom no local educational 
agency is able to provide suitable free public edueation. 

Title IV authorizes appropriations for only 1 year and sets a limit thereon of 
$20 million. Although adequate data are not available to estimate the full 
cost in all school districts to which this title might apply, it is known that immedi- 
ate requirements for children living on Indian reservations and attending, or 
eligible to attend, publie schools will approximate this amount. 

It should also be recognized that this bill will entail increased administrative 
costs, particularly in connection with the administration of the new title LV of 
Public Law 815. 

A detailed analysis of the draft bill is also enclosed. 

We shall appreciate it if you will be good enough to refer the enclosed draft 
bill to the proper committee for consideration. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that the enactment of this draft bill 
would be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oveta Hossy, Administrator. 


(The bill referred to follows:) 


A BILL To amend Public Law 815, 81st Congress, to provide a temporary program of assistance in the 
construction of minimum school facilities in areas affected by Federal activities, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 
815, Eighty-first Congress) is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new titles: 


“TITLE III—SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE IN AREAS WITH 
SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES IN FEDERALLY CONNECTED SCHOOL 
CHILDREN 

“PURPOSE AND APPROPRIATION 


“Sxc. 301. The purpose of this title is to provide assistance for the construction 
of urgently needed minimum school facilities in school distriets which, since the 
school year 1951-1952, have had substantial increases in school membership as @ 
result of new or increased Federal activities. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, and the succeeding fiscal 
year such sums as the Congress may determine to be necessary for such purpose. 


“PORTION OF APPROPRIATIONS AVAILABLE FOR PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 302. For each fiscal year the Commissioner shall determine the portion 
of the funds appropriated pursuant to section 301 which shall be available for 
carrying out the provisions of sections 309 and 310. The remainder of such funds 
shall be available for paying to local educational agencies the Federal share of 
the cost of projects for the construction of school facilities for which applications 
have been approved under section 306. 


| 
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“ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIORITIES 


“Sree. 303. The Commissioner shall from time to time set dates, the last of 
which shall be not later than June 30, 1954, by which applications for payments 
under this title with respect to construction projects must be filed. If the funds 
appropriated under this title and remaining available on any such date for pay- 
ments to local educational agencies are less than the Federal share of the cost of 
the projects with respect to which applications have been filed prior to such date 
(and for which funds under this title have not already been obligated), the Com- 
missioner shall by regulation prescribe an order of priority, based on relative 
urgency of need, for approval of such applications. Only applications meeting 
the conditions for approval under this title (other than section 306 (b) (3)) shall 
be considered applications for purposes of the preceding sentence. 


“PEDERAL SHARE FOR ANY PROJECT 


“Sree. 304. Subject to the maximum on the total of the payments to any local 
educational agency imposed by section 305, the Federal share of the cost of a 
project under this title shall be equal to such cost, but in no case to exceed the 
cost, in the school district of the applicant, of constructing minimum school facili- 
ties, and in no case to exceed the cost in such district of constructing minimum 
school facilities for the estimated number of children who will be in the member- 
ship of the schools of such agency at the close of the regular school year 1953-1954 
and who will otherwise be without such facilities at such time (considering as avail- 
able for such children only facilities which are built or are under contract as of 
the date, set by the Commissioner under section 308, with respect to which the 
determination is being made or are inclided in a project the application for which 
has already been approved under this title). 


“LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS TO ANY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY 


“See. 305. (a) Subject to the limitations in subsections (c) and (d), the total 
of the payments to a local educational agency under*this title may not exceed the 
sum of the following: 

“(1) The estimated increase, since the regular school year 1951-1952, in the 
number of children residing on Federal property with a parent employed on 
Federal property (situated in whole or in part in the same State as the school 
district of such agency or within reasonable commuting distance from such school 
district), multiplied by 95 per centum of the average per pupil cost of constructing 
minimum school facilities in the State in which the school district of such agency 
is situated; 

‘(2) The estimated increase, since the regular school year 1951-1952, in the 
number of children residing on Federal property, or residing with a parent 
employed on Federal property (situated in whole or in part in the same State as 
the school district of such agency or within reasonable commuting distance from 
such school district), multiplied by 45 per centum of the average per pupil cost 
of constructing minimum school facilities in the State in which the school district 
of such agency is situated; 

(3) In the case of a local educational agency the school district of which 
includes any part of a critical defense area, the estimated increase, since the 
regular school year 1951-1952, in the number of children whose membership 
results directly from activities of the United States (carried on either directly or 
through a contractor), multiplied by 45 per centum of the average per pupil cost 
of constructing minimum school facilities in the State in which the school district 
of such agency is situated. For purposes of this paragraph, the Commissioner 
shall not consider as activities of the United States those activities which are 
carried on in connection with real property excluded from the definition of Federal 
property by the last sentence of paragraph (1) of section 210, but shall (if the 
local educational agency so elects pursuant to subsection (b)) consider as children 
whose membership results directly from activities of the United States children 
residing on Federal property or residing with a parent employed on Federal 
property. 

In computing for any local educational agency the number of children in an 
increase under paragraph (1), (2), or (3), the estimated number of children 
described in such paragraph who will be in the membership of the schools of such’ 
agency at the close of the regular school year 1953-1954 shall be compared with the 


estimated number of such children in the average daily membership of the schools 
of such agency during the regular school year 1951-1952. As used in paragraph 
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(3), the term ‘critical defense area’ means an area determined to be such by the 
President upon a finding by him that in such area (i) a new defense plant or installa- 
tion has been or is to be provided, or an existing defense plant or installation has 
been or is to be reactivated or its operation substantially expanded, and (ii) sub- 
stantial in-migration of defense workers or military personnel is required to carry 
out activities at such plant or installation, and (iii) the minimum school facilities 
required for the free public education of the children of such defense workers or 
military personnel are not available. 

“(b) If two or more of the paragraphs of subsection (a) apply to a child, the 
— educational agency shall elect which of such paragraphs shall apply to such 
child. 

“(c) A local educational agency shall not be eligible to have any amount 
included in its maximum by reason of paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of subseetion 
(a) unléss the increase in children referred to in such paragraph, prior to the 
application of the limitation in subsection (d), is at least 20 and is equal to at least 
5 per centum in the case of paragraph (1) or (2), and 10 per centum in the case of 
paragraph (3), of the number of all children who were in the average daily member- 
ship of the schools of such agency during the regular school vear 1951-1952, and 
unless, in the case of paragraph (3), the construction of additional minimum school 
facilities for the number of children in such increase will, in the judgment of the 
Commissioner of Education, impose an undue financial burden on the taxing end 
borrowing authority of such agency. : 

“(d) If (1) the estimated number of non-Federally connected children who 
will be in the membership of the schools of a local educational agency at the close of 
the regular school year 1953-1954 is less than (2) 110 percent of the number of 
such children who were in the average daily membership of such agency during the 
regular school year 1951-1952, the total number of children counted for purposes 
of subsection (a) with respect to such agency shall be reduced by the difference 
between (1) and (2) hereof. For purposes of this subsection, all children in the 
membership of a local educational agency shall be counted as non-Federally 
connected children except children whose membership in the school years 1951- 
1952 and 1953-1954 was compared in computing an increase which meets the 
requirements of subsection (c). 


“APPLICATIONS 


“Src. 306. (a) No payment may be made to any local educational agency 
under his title except upon application therefor which is submitted through the 
appropriate State educational agency and is filed with the Commissioner in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by him. 

“(b) The Commissioner shall approve any application if he finds (1) that the 
requirements of section 205 (b) (1) have been met and that approval of the project 
would not result in payments in excess of those permitted by sections 304 and 305, 
(2) after consultation with the State and local educational agencies, that the 
project is not inconsistent with overall State plans for the construction of school 
facilities, and (8) that there are sufficient Federal funds available to pay the 
Federal share of the cost of such project and of all other projects for which Federal 
funds have not already been obligated and appiications for which, under section 
303, have a higher priority. 

“(e) No application under this title shall be disapproved in whole or in part 
until the Commissioner of Edueation has afforded the local educational agency 
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing. 


“DAYMENTS 


“Sec. 307. (a) Upon approving the application of any local educational agency 
under section 306, the Commissioner of Education shall pay to such agency an 
amount equal to 10 per centum of the Federal share of the cost of the project. 
After final drawings and specifications have been approved by the Commissioner 
of Education and the construction contract has been entered into, the Commis- 
sioner shall, in accordance with regulations prescribed by him and at such times 
and in such installments as may be reasonable, pay to such agency the remainder 
of the Federal share of the cost of the project. Payments under this title shall 
be made through the disbursing facilities of the Department of the Treasury and 
prior to audit or settlement by the General Accounting Office. 

“(b) Any funds paid to a local educational agency under this title and not 
expended for the purposes for which paid shall be repaid to the Treasury of the 
United States. 
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“ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS 


“See. 308. Sums appropriated pursuant to this title, other than sums appro- 
priated for administration, shall remain available until expended. Not to exceed 
10 per centum of the amount so appropriated for any fiscal year (exclusive of any 
sums appropriated for administration) may be used by the Commissioner, under 
regulations prescribed by him, to make grants to local educational agencies where 
(1) the application of such agencies would be approved under this title but for 
the agencies’ inability, unless aided by such grants, to finance the non-Federal 
share of the cost of the projects set forth in their applications, or (2) although the 
applications of such agencies have been approved, the projects covered by such 
applications could not, without such grants, be completed, because of flood, fire, or 
similar emergency affecting either the work on the projects or the agencies’ ability 
to finance the non-Federal share of the cost of the projects. Such grants shall be 
in addition to the payments otherwise provided under this title, shall be made 
to those local educational agencies whose need for additional aid is the most 
urgent and acute, and in sofar as practicable shall be made in the same manner 
and upon the same terms and conditions as such other payments. 


“WHERE EFFECT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES WILL BE TEMPORARY 


“Sec. 309. Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this title, whenever 
the Commissioner determines that the membership of some or all of the children, 
who may be included in computing under section 305 the maximum on the total 
of the payments for any local educational agency, will be of temporary duration 
only, such membership shall not be included in computing such maximum. 
Instead, the Commissioner may make available to such agency such temporary 
school facilities as may be necessary to take care of such membership; or he may, 
where the local educational ageney gives assurance that at least minimum school 
facilities will be provided for such children, pay (on such terms and conditions 
as he deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this title) to such agency 
for use in constructing school facilities an amount equal to the amount which 
he estimates would be necessary to make available such temporary facilities. 
In no case, however, may the amount so paid exceed the cost, in the school dis- 
trict of such ageney, of constructing minimum school facilities for such children. 


“CHILDREN FOR WHOM LOCAL AGENCIES ARE UNABLE TO PROVIDE EDUCATION 


“Src. 310. In the case of children who, it is estimated, will reside on Federal 
property on June 30, 1954— 
“(1) if no tax revenues of the State or any political subdivision thereof 
may be expended for the free public education of such children; or 
“(2) if it is the judgment of the Commissioner, after he has consulted 
with the appropriate State educational agency, that no local educational 
agency is able to provide suitable free public education for such children, 
the Commissioner shall make arrangements for constructing or otherwise pro- 
viding the minimum school facilities necessary for the education of such children. 
To the maximum extent practicable school facilities provided under this section 
shall be comparable to minimum school facilities provided for children in com- 
parable communities in the State. This section shall not apply (A) to children 
who reside on Federal property under the control of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, and (B) to Indian children attending Federally operated Indian schools. 
Whenever it will be necessary for the Commissioner to provide school facilities 
for children residing on Federal property under this section, the membership of 
such children may not be included in computing under section 305 the maximum 
on the total of the payments for any local educational agency. 


“WITHHOLDING OF PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 311. Whenever the Commissioner of Education, after reasonable notice 
and opportunity for hearing to a local educational agency, finds (1) that there is a 
substantial failure to comply with the drawings and specifications for the project, 
(2) that any funds paid to a local educational agency under this title have been 
diverted from the purposes for which paid, or (3) that any assurance given in an 
application is not being or cannot be carried out, the Commissioner may forthwith. 
notify such cy that no further payment will be made under this title with 

to such agency until there is no longer any failure to comply or the diver- 
sion or default has been corrected or, if compliance or correction is impossible, 
until such agency repays or arranges for the repayment of Federal moneys which 
have been diverted or improperly expended. 
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“TITLE IV—SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE IN OTHER 
FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS 


“Sec. 401. (a) If the Commissioner determines with respect to any local educa- 
tional agency that— 

‘““(1) such ageney is providing or, upon completion of the school facilities 
for which provision is made herein, will provide free public education for 
children who reside on Federal property, and whose membership in the schools 
of such agency has not formed and will not form the basis for payments under 
title IT or ITI of this Act, and that the total number of such children represents 
a substantial percentage of the total number of children for whom suc +h agene y 
provides free public education ; 

‘*(2) the immunity of such Federal property to taxation by such agency 
has created a substantial and continuing impairment of its ability to finance 
needed school facilities; 

‘“*(3) such agency is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising due 
diligence in availing itself of State and other financial assistance available for 
the purpose, and 

“*(4) such agency does not have sufficient funds available to it from other 
Federal, Stare, and local sources to provide the minimum school facilities 

required for free public education in its school district, 

he may provide the additional assistance necessary to enable such agency to pro- 
vide such facilities, upon such ter ns and in such amounts (subject to the prov isions 
of this section) as the Commissioner may consider to be in the public interest; 
but such additional assistance may not exceed the portion of the cost of such 
facilities which the Commissioner estimates is attributable to children who reside 
on Federal property, and which has not been, and is not to be, recovered by the 
local educational agency from other sources, including payments by the United 
States under any other provisions of this Act or any other law. 

“(b) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal vear ending 
June 30, 1954, such sums, not to exceed $20,000,000, as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this section. There are also authorized to be appro- 
priated such sums as may be necessary for administration of sueh provisions. 
Amounts so appropriated, other than amounts appropriated for administration, 
shall remain available until expended, except that after June 30, 1954, no avree- 
ment may be made to extend assistance under this section. 

“(e) No payment may be made to any local educational ageney under sub- 
section (a) except upon application therefor which is submitted through the 
appropriate State educational agency and is filed with the Commissioner in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by him, and which meets the require- 
ments of section 205 (b) (1). In determining the order in which such applica- 
tions shall be approved, the Commissioner shall consider the relative educational! 
and financial needs of the local educational agencies which have submitted ap- 
provable applications and the nature and extent of the Federal responsibility. 
No payment may be made under subsection (a) unless the Commissioner finds, 
after consultation with the State and local educational agencies, that the project 
or projects with respect to which it is made are not inconsistent with overall 
State plans for the construction of school facilities. All determinations made 
by the Commissioner under this section shall be made only after consultation 
with the appropriate State edueational agency and the local educational agency. 

“(d) Amounts paid by the Commissioner to local educational agencies under 
subsection (a) may be paid in advance of, or by way of reimbursement for, work 
performed or purchases made pursuant to the agreement with the Commissioner 
under this title, and may be paid in such installments as the Commissioner may 
determine. All such payments shall be made through the disbursing facilities of 
the Department of the Treasury and prior to audit or settlement by the General 
Accounting Office. Any funds paid to a local educational agency and not ex- 

ended or otherwise used for the purposes for which paid shall be repaid to the 
reasury of the United States.” 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 205 (b) (1) (F) of such Act is amended by striking out 
‘title’ and inserting ‘“‘Act”’ in lieu thereof. 

(b) Section 207 (b) of such Act is amended by inserting ‘‘or title III” after 
“this title’ and inserting “‘or under section 311” after ‘this section”’ 

(c) Section 209 (a) of such Act is amended by striking out ‘‘title’” and inserting 
“Act” in lieu thereof. 

(d) Section 209 (b) of such Act is amended by striking out “‘title” and inserting 
“‘Act”’ in lieu thereof. 
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(e) Section 209 (e) of such Act is amended by striking out “‘title” each time it 
appears in such section and inserting ‘‘Act’’ in lieu thereof, by striking out ‘June 
30, 1953,” and inserting “June 30, 1955” in lieu thereof, and by inserting ‘“‘author- 
ized, prior to the date of enactment of this Act, for the construction of school 
facilities to be attended by Indian children or appropriations’ immediately be- 
fore clause (1) thereof. 

(f) The second sentence of section 210 (1) of such Act is amended to read as 
follows: ‘Such term includes real property leased from the Secretary of the Army, 
Navy, or Air Force or from the Atomic Energy Commission under section 805 or 
oc the National Housing Act, as amended, for the purpose of title VIII of 
such Act. 

(g) Section 210 (5) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(5) Average daily attendance at, and the membership and average daily 
membership of, schools shall be determined in accordance with State law or, in 
the absence of State law governing such a determination, in accordance with 
regulations of the Commissioner; except that, notwithstanding any other provision 
of this title, title III, or title IV, where the local educational agency of the school 
district in which any child resides makes or contracts to make a tuition payment 
for the free public education of such child in a school situated in another school 
district, for purposes of this title the attendance of such child, and for purposes of 
titles ITT and IV the membership of such child, shall be held and considered— 

“CA) if the two local educational agencies concerned so agree, and if such 
agreement is approved by the Commissioner, as attendance at (or member- 
ship of) a school of the local educational ageney receiving such tuition pay- 
ment; 

“(B) in the absence of any such approved agreement, as attendance at 
(or membership of) a school of the local educational agency so making or 
contracting to make such tuition payment. 

In any determination of average daily attendance at or membership of schools, 
children who are not provided free public education (as defined in paragraph (4)) 
shall not be counted.” 

(h) Section 210 (7) of such Act is amended by inserting ‘‘or minimum’’ after 
“complete” in the first sentence thereof and by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: ‘‘The cost of constructing minimum school facilities in 
the school district of a local educational agency shall be determined by the 
Commissioner, after consultation with the State and local educational agencies, 
on the basis of such information as may be contained in the application of such 
local ——— agency and such other information as he may obtain.” 

(i) The last sentence of section 210 (10) of such Act is amended to read: ‘TEx- 
cept as used in sections 208, 204, 309, and 310, such term does not include interests 
in land and off-site improvements.” 

(j) Section 210 (11) of such Act is amended by inserting at the end thereof 
the following new sentence: ‘‘Whether or not school facilities are minimum school 
facilities shall be determined by the Commissioner in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by him’’. 

(k) The second sentence of section 210 (12) of such Act is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof ‘tor which has responsibility for the pro- 
vision of such facilities.” 

- (1) Sect ion 210 (14) of such Act is amended by inserting ““Guam,” after ‘‘Puerto 
ico,’’. 

Sec, 3. The amendments made by the preceding sections of this Act shall 
become effective July 1, 1953. 


(The section-by-section analysis referred to follows:) 


SECTION BY SECTION ANALYSIS 


The draft bill would amend Publie Law 815, 81st Congress, the Jaw which 
now authorizes assistance to States for surveys and preparation of State plans 
for school-construction programs (title I), and assistance to local educational 
agencies for school construction in areas affected by Federal activities (title II). 
A total of $3 million was authorized for the first purpose. Appropriations for 
the second purpose were authorized to be made for the period ending June 30, 
1953, with the deadline for filing applications for school construction aid being 
June 30, 1952. 

The draft bill has three sections. The first seetion would add two new titles 
to the law—a new title ITI, authorizing aid for school construction in areas with 
substantial increases in federally connected schoolchildren since the school year 
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1951-52, and a new title IV, authorizing such aid in other areas with substantial 

proportions of federally connected children if the local educational ageney is in 

need of such aid despite a reasonable tax effort. The second section would make 

various technical amendments to the existing provisions of title II of the law 

necessitated largely by the addition of the new titles IIT and IV. The third 
section makes the amendments in sections | and 2 effective July 1, 1953. 


Tue New Titte Construction AssIstaNcE IN AREAS WITH 
SuBSTANTIAL INCREASES IN FEDERALLY CONNECTED SCHOOLCHILDREN 


PURPOSES AND APPROPRIATIONS 


The new section 301 of Public Law 815 states the purpose of the new title III 
to be the provision of assistance for the construction of urgently needed minimum 
school facilities in school districts which, since the school year 1951-52, have 
had substantial increases in school membership as the result of new or increased 
Federal activities. It also authorizes the appropriation, during the 2-year period 
beginning July 1, 1953, and ending June 30, 1955, of such amounts as the Congress 
determined to be necessary for the purpose of providing this assistance. 


PORTION OF APPROPRIATIONS AVAILABLE FOR PAYMENTS 


Under section 206 of the existing law provision is made for establishment of 
priorities for approved projects with respect to which aid is requested in case 
the appropriations are insufficient to pay in full the amounts to which local 
educational agencies are entitled under the law. Before this can be done, how- 
ever, it must first be determined how much of the appropriation is available for 
such payments and how much is available for the provision of educational facili- 
ties directly by the Federal Government. Section 206 (ec) of the existing law 
contains the provisions relating to the making a = determination. The new 
section 302, which would be added by the bill, patterned after the existing 
section 206 (ce). Under it the Commissioner sige for each fiscal vear determine 
the portion of the funds appropriated which are to be available for the provision 
of educational facilities directly by the Federal Government under sections 309 
and 310. The remainder of the funds is then to be available for paying the 
Federal share of the cost of construction projects for whieh applications have 
been approved. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIORITIES 


The new section 303 would write into the law what is substantially the existing 
practice with respect to the distribution of funds under title IT. This process is 
essential since some method must be established for determining which of the 
various projects for the construction of school facilities in areas affected by 
Federal activities will receive Federal aid from the appropriations made under the 
new title. For this purpose the Commissioner will from time to time set dates by 
which applications for aid with respect to construction projects under the new 
title must be filed. In no event, however, may he establish a date later than June 
30, 1954, for this purpose. If the funds available on any such date are, as they 
are likely to be, less than the total Federal aid requested in approvable appli- 
cations filed prior to that date, the Commissioner will establish an order of priority 
for the approval of these applications. Applications for projects for which funds 
have already been obligated under the new title would not, of course, be considered 
in determining the projects for which the Federal funds can be obligated in con- 
nection with any subsequent date established by the Commissioner. The order 
of priority prescribed in the Commissioner’s regulations would have to be based, 
as it must be under the existing provisions of section 206 of the law, on the relative 
urgency of need. 


FEDERAL SHARE FOR ANY PROJECT 


The new section 304 states that the Federal share of the cost of any project is an 
amount equal to the cost of such project. However, the Federal share is subject 
to two limitations. First, the Federal share of the cost of the project cannot exceed 
the cost of constructing minimum school facilities. To the extent the local 
educational agency desires to construct something more than minimum facilities, 
the cost in excess of the cost of constructing the minimum facilities will have to 
be met from funds other than those provided under the new title. This cost of 
minimum facilities will be determined by the cost thereof in the comununity in 
which the project is being built. 
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The Federal share of the cost of a project would also be limited by the new 
section 304 so that it could not exceed the cost in the community of constructing 
minimum school facilities for the school children who will otherwise be without 
minimum facilities at the close of the regular school year 1953-54. The number 
of school children without minimum facilities will be determined for purposes of 
this limitation on the basis of the school facilities built or under contract on the 
date, set by the Commissioner of Education under section 303, with respect to 
which the project was assigned a priority. Also considered as available for this 
purpose would be school facilities included in projects the applications for which 
had been approved prior to the application for the project here involved. 

These two limitations have been imposed in the light of the stringent school 
facilities conditions which prevail over the country as a whole and the limited 
amount of funds likely to be available for making payments under the new title. 
It should also be noted that these limitations are substantially the same as the 
limitations imposed under the existing practice under title II with respect to 
approved applications for school construction. 

Of course, the Federal share of the cost of a project would also be reduced to 
the extent of any non-Federal participation in meeting such cost. 


LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS TO ANY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY 


Under the existing title IT, local educational agencies were entitled to aid on 
the basis of the number of federally connected children in attendance at its schools 
and the per-pupil cost of constructing complete school facilities in the State. 
While the concept of entitlement is absent from the new title III, a similar pattern 
has been followed in the new section 305 for determining the maximum on the 
payments which a local educational agency may receive toward the construction 
of needed minimum school facilities. 

Subject to the provisions of subsections (ec) and (d) of the new section 305, 
which further limit the total number of children to be included for purposes of 
computing the maximum, the maximum will consist of the sum of the amounts 
computed as the increase, since the school year 1951-52, in each category of 
federally connected children—(1) children who live on Federal property with a 
parent employed on Federal property, (2) children who live on Federal property 
or live with a parent employed on Federal property, (3) children whose school 
attendance results directly from activities of the United States in critical defense 
areas. 

Paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of sybsection (a) each deals with one of these 
three categories of federally connected children. The subsection sets forth the 
method for determining the extent of the increase in the number of children in 
each category; this is done by deducting from the number of children in a category 
who will be in the membership of the schools of a local agency at the close of the 
regular school year 1953-54, the number of children in the same category who 
were in the average daily membership of the schools of such ageney during the 
regular school year 1951-52. The maximum amount for each of these categories 
is computed by multiplying the number of federally connected children in the 
increase by 95 percent, 45 percent, and 45 percent, respectively, of the per-pupil 
cost of constructing minimum school facilities in the State in which the school 
district of the agency is located. 

This method of computing the maximum differs from the method used in 
determining the entitlement under the existing section 202 in several respects. 
The principal differences are explained in the submittal letter. 

As is true in the case of the existing provisions of title II, the local educational 
agency will be able to count a child under only 1 of the 3 categories if he comes 
within more than 1 of them The new section 305 (b) leaves the choice of category 
as does the existing title II, to the local agency. 

It should also be mentioned in connection with this point that section 305 (a) 
includes a provision making it clear that increases in children residing on Federal 
property or with a parent employed on Federal property may also be considered 
to result from Federal activities and thus countable in the third category, if the 
local agency so elects. 

Subsection (c) of the new section 305 imposes eligibility conditions for each 
category of federally connected children which must be met before an increase in 
the children in the category can be counted toward the maximum amount payable 
to a local educational agency. This increase must be 20 or more children and 
must equal 5 percent or more of the total average daily membership of the schools 
of such agency during the regular school year 1951-52 in the case of the first and 
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second categories, and must be 20 or more and must equal 10 percent or more off 
such average daily membership in the case of the third category. 

Subsection (c) also carries over in to the new title III the basic principle in title 
II of the existing law that no Federal payments will be made to a local educational 
agency on account of the third category of children (children whose membership 
results directly from activities of the United States) unless the construction of 
additional minimum school facilities for such children will impose an undue 
financial burden on the taxing and borrowing authority of the agency. 

Under the existing title II, the maximum number of children with respeet to 
which a local educational agency is entitled to payments may not exceed the total 
increase in school children since June 30, 1939, except that where the maximum 
is based in whole or in part on school children in the third category (i. e., those 
resulting from activities of the United States), the number may not exceed the 
increase over 110 percent of the number of all scbool children in attendance during 
the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1939. This requirement was designed to insure 
that payments would be made with respect to federally connected children only 
to the extent the local agency had experienced an overall increase in school 
attendance since June 30, 1939—in short, to insure that there had been an in- 
crease in federally connected children since that date which was not compensated 
for by a corresponding decrease in attendance by non-federally-connected children. 

In view of the extent to which the schoo! population for the country as a whole 
has increased and is continuing to increase and the extent of the burdens imposed 
by this increase on numerous communities which would receive no aid under the 
law, section 305 (d) would impose a more stringent limit on the number of fed- 
erally connected children which may be counted. To the extent the increase in 
the nonfederally connected children for any local educational agency is less than 
that for the country as a whole, the new section 305 (d) provides for reducing the 
number of federally conneeted children to be used in computing the maximum on 
the payments to such agency. 

To determine the extent of this reduction, section 305 (d) provides that the 
total of the federally connected children computed under paragraphs (1), (2), and 
(3) of subsection (a) shall be reduced to the extent the nonfederally connected 
children in school membership at the close of 1953-54 is less than the total of the 
nonfederally connected children in average daily school membership during 1951— 
52. If any local educational agency fails to meet the percentage eligibility con- 
ditions, specified in subsection (c), for having the federally connected children in 
any category included in determining the maximum on its payments under 
subsection (a), the federally connected children in that category (not just the 
increase in the number thereof) are also to be considered as non-Federal children 
for purposes of the new section 305 (d). 


APPLICATIONS 


Subsection (a) of the new section 306 requires, as a condition to the receipt of 
any Federal funds under the title, the filing of an application by the local educa- 
tional agency, which is submitted through the State educational agency and is 
filed in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Commissioner of Education. 
It is substantially the same as the provisions of section 205 (a) of the law on appli- 
cations under title I] with respect to construction projects. 

Subsection (b) of the new section also parallels the provisions of and the practice 
under title II. It provides for approval of applications by the Commissioner if 
they meet the requirements of section 205 (b) (1), which sets for the requirements 
applicable to applications for construction projects under title Il. Before approv- 
ing the application, however, the Commissioner must find, after consulting the 
State and local educational agencies, that the project is not inconsistent with 
overall State plans, that the Federal share of the cost is (after adding any other 
funds paid to the applicant under title III) within the maximum established for 
such agency by section 305, and that there are sufficient Federal funds available 
to pay the Federal share of the cost of the project and of all other projects with a 
higher priority. Of course, no project with respect to which Federal funds have 
already been obligated will be considered in determining the availability of funds 
for the project in question. 

Subsection (c) of the new section 306 is the same as section 205 (d) of existing 
law. It requires the Commissioner of Education to give a local educational 
agency reasonable notice and opportunity for a hearing before disapproving an 
application filed by it. 
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PAYMENTS 


Subsection (a) of the new section 307 sets forth the procedure to be followed by 
the Commissioner of Education in making payments to a local educational 
agency with respect to an approved application for a construction project. It 
is virtually the same as the procedure set forth in the existing section 206 (a) of 
Public Law 815. 

Subsection (b) of the new section 307 provides that any funds paid to a local 
school agency and not expended for the purposes for which paid shall be repaid 
to the Treasury of the United States. It is the same as the provision on the same 
subject in the existing section 206 (e). 


ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS 


The new section 308 provides that appropriations under title II], other than 
those for administration, shall be available until expended. It also authorizes 
a special fund, equal to not more than 10 percent of the amounts appropriated 
for any fiscal year (exclusive of funds for administration), in order to afford some 
flexibility in the working of the formulas and other limitations in the new title in 
unusual cases. It is virtually identical with the provision on the same subject in 
the existing section 209 (c). 


PROCEDURE IN CASES OF TEMPORARY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


The new section 309 relates to cases where part or all of the attendance of 
federally connected children in a local school district will be of temporary dura- 
tion. In such eases, the Commissioner is directed to make available to the local 
agency such temporary school facilities as may be necessary to take eare of the 
temporary school membership; or he may pay an amount equal to the cost of such 
facilities to the local ageney for use in constructing regular school facilities. 
These provisions are the same as those in the existing section 203, except that 
under the new provisions the children whose attendance is expected to be tem- 
porary may not be counted either for purposes of determining the maximum 
on the amount of the payments to the local agency or for purposes of determining 
its eligibility to have the inereased number of federally connected children in a 
particular category included in computing that maximum. Under seetion 203, 
the children whose attendance is temporary may be counted for purposes of 
determining eligibility, though not for purposes of determining the amount of 
the agency’s entitlements. 


CHILDREN FOR WHOM LOCAL AGENCIES ARE UNABLE TO PROVIDE EDUCATION 


The new section 310 recognizes a special Federal obligation with respect to 
the education of children residing on Federal property where, under the law of 
the State, no tax revenues of the State or of any political subdivision thereof 
may be expended for the free public education of such children, or where no local 
educational ageney is able to provide suitable free publie education for such 
children. In such cases the Commissioner is directed to make arrangements for 
constructing or otherwise providing the maximum school facilities necessary for 
the education of such children. 

The provisions of this section are the same in substance as the provisions dealing 
with these cases in the existing section 204. 


WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 


The new section 311 relates to the eases in which the Commissioner of Education 
is to withhold payments otherwise due a local educational ageney because of its 
failure to carry out its assurances or otherwise proceed in accordance with its 
application for assistance. These provisions are virtually the same as those 
dealing with the same subject in the existing section 207 (a). 


Tue New Titte Construction ASSISTANCE IN OTHER FEDERALLY 
AFFECTED AREAS 


The new title IV would esuthorize aid for areas burdened with large numbers 
of children residing on Federal property (principally Indian children living on 
tax-exempt property) which, because they have been unable to show any sub- 
stantial increase since 1939 in their federally caused school enrollments, could not 
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be aided or would receive only inadequate aid under the existing title II and the 
new title III. 

To be eligible for assistance under this new title, the local educational agency 
must show that it is providing, or will with the new facilities provide, free publie 
education for children residing on Federal property whose school membership 
has not formed, and cannot form, the basis for payments under title IT or IT, 
and that these children constitute a susbtantial perecentate of the school popula- 
tion of such ageney. It must also show that the immunity of the Federal property 
on which these children reside has created a substantial and continuing impair- 
ment of the community’s ability to finance the needed facilities so that it is unable, 
with the funds available to it from other Federal, State, and local sourees, to 
provide such facilities despite reasonable efforts to do so. If the above conditions 
are met by a local educational agency, the Commissioner may provide the ad- 
ditional assistance needed to enable the local ageney to provide the minimum 
school facilities, upon such terms and in such amounts as he may consider to be 
in the public interest. Such assistance, however, would be limited to the portion 
of the cost of the facilities reasonably attributable to the children residing on 
the Federal property involved (see. 401 (a)). 

Appropriations of only $20 million for only the fiseal vear 1954 would be author- 
ized for payments under this new title. The amounts so appropriated, other than 
the amounts appropriated for administration, would remain available until ex- 
pended. No agreement could be made, however, after June 30, 1954 for extending 
assistance under the new title (see. 401 (b)) 

Payments under the new title [LV would be conditioned upon submission of an 
application by the local educational agency through the State educational ageney, 
which is in accordance with regulations preseribed by the Commissioner and 
meets the requirements established in title I] for approval of projeet applications. 
In determining the order in which to approve these applications, the Commissioner 
of Education would have to cinsider the relative financial and educational need 
of the applicants and the nature and exient of the Federal responsibility. Pay- 
ments under the new title would also be conditioned upon a finding by the 
Commissioner that the projects with respect to which they are made are not 
inconsistent with overall State plans for school construction (see. 401 (¢)). 

As is true generally in the case of titles IT and III, all determinations by the 
Commissioner under the new title [TV could be made only after consultation with 
the appropriate State and local educational agencies (sec. 401 (e)). 

Payments under the new title could be made either in advance of or by way of 
reimbursement for work performed or purchases made pursuant to the agreement 
with the Commissioner under the title. The payments could also be made in 
such installments as the Commissioner determined (see. 401 (d)) 

Payments under the new title would be made through the disbursing facilities 
of the Treasury Department and prior to audit or settlement by the General 
Accounting Office; and such payments could be expended only for the purposes 
for which they were made. Any payments not so used would have to be repaid 
to the United States Treasury (see. 401 (d)). 


TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 


Section 3 of the draft bill makes a number of minor or technical amendments 
to Public Law 815. A number of these are designed to make some of the existing 
provisions of title II of the law applicable as well to the new titles II] and IV. 
Requirement that school facilities be available to Federal children 

Section 205 (b) (1) (F ) of Public Law 815 now provides that each local educa- 
tional agency applying for school-construction assistance under title I] of the aet 
give assurance that its school facilities will be made available to Federal children 
on the same terms as they are made available to other children in the school 
district, in accordance with the laws of the State in which the school district of 
such agency is situated. Subsection (a) of section 2 of the enclosed draft bill 
would amend this provision of the law so as to make its requirements applicable 
to applicants for school-construction assistance under the new titles Il and IV. 


Appeals 

Any local educational ageney dissatisfied with the disapproval of part or all 
of its application under title IT, or dissatisfied with the action of the Commissioner 
of Education in stopping certifications for payment under section 207 (a), may 
appeal to the United States Court of Appeals for the circuit in which such agency 
is located. The court has jurisdiction to affirm the action of the Commissioner 
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of Education or to set it aside in whole or in part; and the judgment of the court 
is subject to review by the Supreme Court of the United States. Section 2 (b) 
of the enclosed draft bill would make these provisions applicable also to the new 
title 


Utilization of other agencies and furnishing of information 

Subsections (a) and (b) of seetion 209 of Publie Law 815 now authorize the 
Commissioner to utilize other Federal agencies in carrying out his funetions under 
title If and require other Federal agencies to provide the Commissioner with 
information he needs in carrying out the title in connection with activities of 
such agencies giving rise to the need for the construction of school facilities. 
Subsections (¢) and (d) of section 2 of the draft bill would amend subsections 
(a) and (b), respectively, of section 209 of the law so as to make them applicable 
to the new titles III and 1V. 


Prohibition against duplication 

Section 209 (e) of the law prohibits, with only a few specified exceptions, the 
use of any appropriations from July 1, 1951, through June 30, 1953, for the same 
purposes as title I] of the law. Subsection (e) of seetion 2 of the draft bill would 
extend this time limitation to June 30, 1955, the expiration date of the new title 
III, and would made the prohibition applicable to titles IIIT and IV as well. 
Another amendment to this subsection would make it clear that the prohibition 
is not intended to apply to the use of appropriations which prior to the enactment 
of Publie Law 815 were authorized to be made to assist Joeal educational agencies 
in the construction of school facilities to be attended by Indian children. 
Definition of Federal property 

Subsection (f) of section 2 of the draft bill amends the definition of Federal 
property in paragraph (1) of seetion 210 of Publie Law 815 so as to include prop- 
erty leased from the Atomie Energy Commission for Wherry-Spence housing 
purposes. The change recognizes the fact that section 810 of the National 
Housing Act (as amended by Public Law 139, 82d Cong.) granted the Atomic 
Energy Commission authority to enter into leases for Wherry-Spence housing 
purposes similar to the authority theretofore granted to the Seeretaries of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. 
School membership 

Section 210 (5) of Publie Law 815 defines average daily attendance generally 
in terms of its meaning under the applicable State law. Seetion 2 (g) of the draft 
bill amends this seetion of the law so as to make the same rules applicable in 
determining the meaning of membership and average daily membership of schools. 
Construction costs 

Under section 210 (7) of Publie Law 815, the “average per pupil cost of con- 
structing complete school facilities in the State in which the school district” of 
a local educational agency is situated—the unit measure used throughout title 
II—is to be determined by the Commissioner of Education on the basis of con- 
tracts entered into during the fiseal year preceding the fiscal year in which the 
application is approved. If he finds that the information available for the State 
concerned for the preceding fiscal year is inadequate or is not sufficiently repre- 
sentative, he is free to determine such cost on the basis of such information as he 
ha&s available and after consultation with the State educational agency. Section 
2 (h) of the draft bill would make these provisions applicable also to the determi- 
nation of the State average cost of constructing minimum school facilities for 
purposes of the new title III. This provision of the law would also be amended 
to provide that the cost of constructing minimum school facilities in the school 
district of a local educational agency is to be determined by the Commissioner, 
after consultation with such ageney and the State educational ageney, on the 
basis of information in the local ageney’s application and such other information 
as the Commissioner may obtain. 


Definition of school facilities 

Subsection (i) of section 2 of the draft bill amends the definition of school 
facilities in paragraph (10) of section 210 of the law so as to include interests in 
land and off-site improvements for purposes of the new sections 309 and 3i0 
(authorizing the direct provision of facilities by the Commissioner for temporary 
school membership and children residing on Federal property) as well as for 
purposes of sections 203 and 204. 
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Determination of whether facilities are minimum school facilities 

Section 2 (j) of the draft bill would amend section 210 (11) of Publie Law 815 
to provide that the determination of whether or not school facilities are minimum 
school facilities shall be made by the Commissioner in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by him. 


Definition of local educational agency 

Section 210 (12) of the law includes within the term “local educational ageney”’ 
a State agency directly operating or maintaining facilities for providing free 
public education. Section 2 (k) of the draft bill would amend the definition to 
include also a State agency having responsibility for the provision of such facilities. 
Definition of State 

Subsection (1) of section 2 of the draft bill would amend the definition of “‘State”’ 
to include Guam. This amendment will of course, not be effective for purposes 
of title II of Public Law 815 since it would not become effective until July 1, 1953, 
a year after the last day for filing applications under that title. 


ErrectTiveE Date 


Section 3 of the draft bill provides that all amendments to Publie Law 815 
made by it shall become effective July 1, 1953. 


FEDERAL Security AGENCY, 
Washington, D. C., April 2, 1958. 
Hon. JosepH W. Martin, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washingion 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: I am enclosing for your consideration a draft of a bill 
amending Public Law 874, SIst Congress, the law which now authorizes Federal 
financial assistance to local educational agencies in the maintenance and operation 
of public elementary and secondary schools in localities where activities of the 
Federal Government have created unusual burdens. 

The draft bill includes amendments which would extend temporarily most of 
the authorizations in Publie Law 874, would somewhat change the formulas for 
determining Federal payments, and would make certain other changes in the 
law which experience with its administration has shown to be necessary or desir- 
able and which would result in a substantial reduction in the cost of the program. 

Since there is enclosed a section by section analysis of the draft bill, only the 
major purposes and provisions of the biil are discussed in this letter. One of 
these purposes of major significance is to provide a 2-year extension of the author- 
itv to provide assistance in the situations to which Public Law 874 was originally 
addressed. The law as now written expires for all purposes on June 30, 1954. 

Public Law 874 was enacted in 1950 to deal with a Federal responsibility which 
will continue as long as the Federal Government continues to own property 
exempt from State or local taxation and to conduct activities in a manner which 
results in sudden and substantial increases in school enrollments. There were 
some 620,900 children in the fiseal vear 1952 who either resided on Federal property 
or resided with a parent employed on Federal property, or both, with respect to 
whom payments were made under Publie Law 874 to local educational agencies. 
Expenditures under the law for that vear came to almost $48 million. Some 
1,750 local educational agencies in 47 States, Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and 
the Virgin Islands received payments. It is expected that an even greater 
number of local agencies will receive such payments during the current fiseal 
vear with respect to a substantially greater number of children. Expenditures 
under the law for the fiscal vear 1953 will, consequently, amount to approximately 
$60,500,000. 

Prior to the enactment of Public Law 874 the Federal responsibility in this 
matter was recognized and discharged in many different ways by many different 
Federal agencies. In enacting Public Law 874, the Congress chose one of the 
several possible principles for measuring the extent and nature of the Federal 
responsibility and for translating that responsibility into financial aid for the local 
educational agencies concerned. Under this principle, Federal payments are 
geared to the actual educational burden imposed on local educational agencies 
as a result of Federal land ownership or other activity (i. e., the cost of the local 
community of educating children who reside on or whose parents work on federally 
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owned tax-exempt property, or of educating children whose sudden advent into 
an area in substantial numbers is attributable to Federal activities). 

Public Law 874 has served to subsitute an orderly and objective system for the 
widely varying, multiagency systems of payments in lieu of taxes, and of supple- 
mentary payments in support of public school activities, which preceded the 
enactment of this law. Weare not, however _ recommending at this time that the 
law be made permanent. The President in his state of the Union message and 
in other statements has recommended the establishment of a Commission to make 
a thorough study of the proper relationship among Federal, State and local 
programs in educational and other fields. Because this Commission may concern 
itself with the impact of Federal property ownership and other Federal activity 
on States and communities and because, in any event, the recommendations of the 
Commission will be of material value to the President ‘and the Congress in reaching 
a decision as to how best to discharge on a long-range basis the type of Federal 
responsibility to which Public Law 874 is addressed, we are recommending only a 
2-year extension bevond the present expiration date, that is, an extension to 
June 30, 1956, for sections 3 and 4 (a). This extension will permit full considera- 
tion of the problem by the next Congress, which will have the benefit of the studies 
and recommendations made hy the Commission mentioned above. During the 
interim the States and localities affected by the Federal burden to which Public 
Law 874 is directed will have continued assurance of some Federal assistance and 
will be able to plan their educational programs on a sound basis. 

While the provisions of the law extended by the enelosed draft bill do not expire 

until June 30, 1954, to defer their extension until next year would render it im- 
possible for the States and localities to plan for the school year 1954-55 with any 
measure of certainty as to congressional action either in e xtendir ig these prov isions 
or in appropriating funds under them, if extended. In addition, it is wise to con- 
sider temporary extension of the law at this time also because of the desirability 
of reducing its cost for the next fiscal year and increasing its effectiveness through 
the other amendments included in the bill. 

Section 2 of Public Law 874 would, however, be permitted to expire according 
to its terms. Payments under this seetion are based on loss of taxable property 
through acquisition thereof by the United States even though no additional school 
enrollment load is caused thereby. The objectives of this seetion can better be 
accomplished through legislation providing payments in lieu of taxes, and further 
extension of this seetion would, therefore, be unwarranted. 

In addition to extending the June 30, 1954, expiration date to June 30, 1956, 
the enclosed draft bill would make several amendments to Public Law 874 the 
desirability of which has been indicated by experience with its administration. 
Several of these amendments deserve special mention, 

In the first place, the basie formula underlying section 3 of the law would be 
changed to require local educational agencies to absorb without Federal assistance 
the cost of educating a number of Federal children up to 3 percent of their non- 
Federal school attendance. In determining numbers of Federal children (and of 
non-Federal children) for purposes of this absorption, children who either reside 
on Federal property or reside with a parent employed on Federal property, but 
not both, would count half as much as children who both reside on Federal prop- 
erty and whose parents work en such property. This difference in treatment is 
based, as is the difference in treatment under existing law, on the assumption that 
on the average about half the local share of the cost of publie education comes 
from residential property taxes and half from taxes on other property. Where 
the child lives on tax-exempt Federal property with a parent employed on such 
property, no such tax revenues are derived. Where either but not both condi- 
tions exist, on the average the tax revenues derived will be about half of those 
derived in the case of other children. 

This new absorption requirement would serve to limit the Federal payments 
more closely to those situations where the number of Federal children is so large 
in relation to all other children for which a local educational agency is respon- 
sible, as to constitute a real burden upon the community. At the same time 
the amendment obviates the need for the present provisions of section 3 of Public 
Law 874 which establish a separate and patently discriminatory formula (involv- 
ing a similar absorption factor) applicable to cities whose school attendance 
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, exceeded 35,000 children. An analo- 
gous “big city” provision in section 4 would also be deleted as unnecessary and 
undesirable. The appropriations needed to carry out the act will be substantially 
less by reason of this absorption requirement than would be needed if the act 
were merely continued in its present form, 
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Another amendment to section 3 of Publie Law 874 would introduce a desired 
measure of flexibility into the formula for computing the Federal payments 
while et the same time limiting the discretionary authority conferred to unusual 
situations clearly calling for special treatment. Thus, the enclosed draft bill 
would add a new paragraph to section 3 (to become see. 3 (ce) (2) of the law) 
authorizing the Commissioner of Edueation to make supplemetr 
local educational agencies if 50 percent or more of their totel schoo! attendance 
consists of children who reside on tax-exempt Feceral property, end if they make 
a showing that they both need and deserve supplementary payments. Where so 
large a proportion of a loeal educational ageney’s school population consisis of 
children residing on property from which the ageney realizes 


payments to 


no or insignificant 


tax revenues, there is a likelihood that the tax base remaining to the ageney is 
insufficient to meet that portion of the local costs of educating Federal children 
which is not met under section 3 of the law. The proposed new section 3 (ce) (2) 
would ensble 3 relatively few loeal agencies in this special type of situation to 
operate their schools at the same level as other agencies which are generally 


comparabie to it. 

Another major change in Public Law 874 is one designed to authorize payments 
to local educational agencies with respect to all [Indian children attending their 
schools who reside on tax-exernpt Indian or Federal property. Most such children 
cannot now be counted for purposes of Public Law 874 payments by virtue of a 
specific provision in section 9 (2) of the law exeluding all those who wonld be 
eligible for educational services provided through the Bureau of Indian Affairs in 
the Department of the Interior. That Bureau now operates, pursuant to the 
Johnson-O’ Mailey Act (25 U.S. C. 452) and other laws, a program of financial 
assistance to local educational agencies providing free public education to such 
Indian children, and this program in most respects parallels the prozram estab- 
lished under Public Law 1874. It is the purpose of the instant amendment to 
shift from the Bureau of Indian Affairs to the Commissioner of Education responsi- 
bility for making payments to local educational agencies to help meet general 
educational costs involved in providing edueation to these children. 

It is expected that, prior to the thime the enclosed draft bill is enacted by the 
Congress, the local and State agencies receiving aid with respect to the education 
of Indian children from the Bureau of Indian Affairs will have already made 
fairly definite plans for the coming fiscal year in anticipation of continuation of 
that aid on the same basis as at present. In order to give the affected agencies 
sufficient time to make any adjustments necessitated by the proposed shift from 
payments under the Johnson-O’ Malley Act to payments under Public Law 874, 
the amendments making this shift would not become effective until July 1, 1954, 
a vear after the effective date of the other amendments made by the enclosed 
draft bill. 

The authority of the Bureau of Indian Affairs to provide education to such 
children in federally operated schools would not be affected by the amendments 
here proposed, nor would the amendments diminish that Bureau’s authority to 
make payments to State educational agencies for school lunches, special transpor- 
tation expenses, special instructional services, and other services undertaken 
specially on behalf of the welfare or education of Indian children which are outside 
the contemplated purview of Public Law 874 payments. 

In addition to these changes of major significance, the enclosed draft bill would 
make a number of other amendments to Public Law 874 which stem from our 
experience with its administration. Since these amendments are explained in 
detail in the enclosed section by section analysis, only the more important of them 
need be referred to at all here, and then only briefly: 

1. The provisions of the law would be extended to Guam and Wake Island. 

2. The payments under section 3 for each year would be based on the average 
daily attendance of the federally connected children for the preceding, instead 
of the current, fiscal year. 

3. Payments under section 3 would be based on the current expenditures from 
local revenues in ‘‘generally comparable’’ school districts, instead of ‘‘most nearly 
comparable” school districts as under present law. A similar change would be 
made for purposes of section 4 (a). 

4. The requirement that children be counted as federally connected under 
section 3 (b) only if their parents work on Federal property in the same State 
as that in which the children go to school would be relaxed to permit payments 
in the case of children whose parents work outside the State but within reasonable 
commuting distance of the school districts where the children go to school. 
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5. The prohibition against counting federally connected children for purposes 
of section 4 (a) if they are eligible to be counted under section 3 would be elimi- 
nated. Payments on account of such children under section 3 would, of course, 
be considered in determining the extent of the local agency’s need for additional 
funds under section 4 (a). 

6. The changes described in items 2 and 5 make unnecessary the continuation 
of the present provision in section 3 for making payments to local agencies to 
cover the amount of State aid not vet available because of the lag in such aid. 
Where there has been no substantial increase in the school attendance of federally 
connected children, the State aid should generally be available for most of the 
children on the basis of whose attendance (during the preceding year) a section 3 
payment is made. Where there has been a substantial increase in the attendance, 
the absence of State aid for the children in the increase will be considered in 
determining the amount which a local agency needs under section 4. Con- 
aw this provision in section 3 would be eliminated by the enclosed draft 
rill. 

7. Eligibility for payments under section 4 (a) for any vear would be made to 
depend on an inerease in average daily attendance over the preceding year, as 
the result of Federal activities, equal to not less than 5 percent of the total average 
daily attendance during such preceding year. Present eligibility is based on a 
10 percent increase over the average for the 3 preceding vears. 

8. Duration of payments under section 4 (a) to a local educational agency in 
need of the assistance, on the basis of the increase during a particular vear (inelud- 
ing any increase during the current fiscal year meeting the present requirements 
of the section), would be decreased from the 3 years in the existing law to 2 vears, 
with the maximum for the second vear being 50 percent of the payment during 
the first year or the amount of aid needed by the local agency to maintain its 
level of education, whichever is smaller. 

9. Eligibility for and amount of payments under section 4 (a) would depend on 
an increase in school attendance as ‘‘a direct’? result of Federal activities, thus 
excluding from consideration children of barbers, bakers, and other personnel 
coming into the community to service those emploved in Federal activities. 
The children of such service personnel are now included for purposes of section 
4 (a). 

The cost of the amendments to Public Law 874 proposed to be made by the 
enclosed draft bill will, of course, vary with the extent and nature of the activities 
of the Federal Government. The Budget for the fiscal vear 1954, submitted 
early in January of this vear, contains an estimate of $70 million for carrying out 
the present law. It is estimated that the proposed amendments to the law would 
reduce the cost for 1954 to approximately $52,500,000. 

We shall appreciate it if vou will be good enough to refer the enclosed draft 
bill to the proper committee for consideration. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that the enactment of this draft bill 
would be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oveta Horspy, Administrator. 


(The draft bill referred to follows:) 


A BILL To amend Public Law 874 of the Eighty-first Congress so as to make improvements in its provisions 
and extend its duration for a two-year period, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) (1) subsections (a) and (b) of section 3 
of the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Fighty-first Congress), are 
amended to read as follows: 


“CHILDREN RESIDING ON, WHOSE PARENTS ARE EMPLOYED ON, FEDERAL PROPERTY 


“CHILDREN OF PERSONS WHO RESIDE AND WORK ON FEDERAL PROPERTY 


“Src. 3. (a) For the purpose of computing the amount to which a local educa- 
tional agency is entitled under this section for any fiscal year ending prior to 
July 1, 1956, the Commissioner shall determine the number of children who were 
in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency, and for whom such 
agency provided free public education, during the preceding fiscal year, and who, 
while in attendance at such schools, resided on Federal property and (1) did so 
with a parent employed on Federal property situated in whole or in part in the 
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same State as the school district of such agency or situated within reasonable 
commuting distance from the school district of such agency, or (2) had a parent 
who was on active duty in the uniformed services (as defined in section 102 of 
the Career Compensation Act of 1949): Provided, That, effective July 1, 1954, 
an Indian child who does not meet the requirements of clause (1) shall be deemed 
to meet such requirements if neither of his parents was regularly employed on 
non-Federal property. 


“CHILDREN OF PERSONS WHO RESIDE OR WORK ON FEDERAL PROPERTY 


““(b) For such purpose, the Commissioner shall also determine the number of 
children who were in average daily attendance at the schools of a local educational! 
agency, and for whom such ageney provided free public education, during the 
preceding fiscal year (other than those specified in subsection (a) hereof) and who, 
while in attendance at such schools, either resided on Federal property, or resided 
with a parent employed on Federal property situated in whole or in part in the 
same State as such agency or situated within reasonable commuting distance 
from the school district of such agency.” 

(2) Such section is further amended by striking out subseetions (d), (e), and 
(f), by redesignating subsections (¢) and (g) as subsections (d) and (e), respec- 
tively, and by inserting after subsection (b) the following new subsection: 


“COMPUTATION OF AMOUNT OF ENTITLEMENT 


“(¢) (1) The amount to which a local educational agency is entitled under this 
section for any fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 1956, shall be an amount equal to 
(A) the local contribution rate (determined under subsection (d)) multiplied by 
(B) the sum of the number of children determined under subsection (a) and 
one-half of the number determined under subsection (b), minus 3 per centum of 
the difference between such sum and the total number of children who were in 
average daily attendance at the schools of such agency, and for whom such ageney 
provided free public education, during the preceding fiscal vear; except that no 
local educational agency shall be entitled to any payment under this seetion 
for any fiscal year unless the sum of the number of children determined under 
subsection (a) and one-half of the number of children determined under sub- 
section (b) is ten or more. Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this 
paragraph, whenever and to the extent that, in his judgment, esceptional cireum- 
stances exist which make such action necessary to avoid inequity and avoid 
defeating the purposes of this Act, the Commissioner may waive or reduee the 
3 per centum deduction, or the requirement of ten or more children, contained 
in this subsection, or both. 

(2) If— 

“(A) the amount computed under paragraph (1) for a local educational 
agency for any fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 1956, together with the 
funds available to such agency from State, local, and other Federal sources 
(including funds available under section 4 of this Act), is, in the judgment 
of the Commissioner, less than the amount necessary to enable such agency 
to provide a level of education equivalent to that maintained in the school 
districts of the State which, in the judgment of the Commissioner, are 
generally comparable to the school distriet of such ageney, and 

““(B) such agency is, in the judgment of the Commissioner, making a 
reasonable tax effort and exercising due diligence in availing itself of State 
and other financial assistance, and 

“(C) not less than 50 per centum of the total number of children who 
were in average daily attendance at the schools of such agency, and for whom 
such ageney provided free public education, during the preceding fiscal 
year resided on Federal property, and 

“(D) effective for the fiscal vear beginning July 1, 1955, the eligibility 
of such ageney under State law for State aid with respect to the free public 
education of children residing on Federal property, and the amount of such 
aid, is determined on a basis no less favorable to such ageney than the basis 
used in determining the eligibility of local educational agencies for State 
aid, and the amount thereof, with respect to the free public education of 
other children in the State, 

the Commissioner may increase the amount computed under paragraph (1) to 
the extent necessary to enable such agency to provide a level of education equiva- 
lent to that maintained in such comparable school districts; except that this 
paragraph shall in no case operate to increase the amount computed for any 
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fiscal year under paragraph (1) for a local educational agency above the amount 
determined by the Commissioner to be the cost per pupil of providing a level 
of education equivalent to that maintained in such comparable school districts 
multiplied by the number of children who were in average daily attendance at 
the schools of such agency, and for whom such agency provided free public 
education, during the preceding year and who resided on Federal property during 
such preceding year, minus the amount of State aid which the Commissioner 
determines to be available with respect to such children for the year for which the 
computation is being made.” 

(b) (1) So much of the subsection of such section 3 herein redesignated as 
subsection (d) as precedes clause (1) thereof is amended to read as follows: 


“LOCAL CONTRIBUTION RATE 


“(d) The loeal contribution rate for a local educational agency (other than a 
local educational agency in Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Guam, Wake Island, 
or the Virgin Islands) for any fiscal year shall be computed by the Commissioner 
of Education, after consultation with the State educational agency and the local 
educational ageney, in the following manner:” 

(2) Clause (1) of such subsection is amended by striking out ‘“‘most nearly 
comparable” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘generally comparable’. 

(c) Such subsection is further amended by adding at the end thereof che follow- 
ing new sentence: ‘The local contribution rave for any local educational agency in 
Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Guam, Wake Island, or the Virgin Islands, shall 
be determined for any fiscal vear by the Commissioner in accordance with policies 
and principles which will, in his judgment, best effectuate the purposes of this 
Act and most nearly approximate che policies and principles provided herein for 
determining local contribution rates in other States”. 

(d) The subsection of such section herein redesignated as subsection (e) is 
amended by inserting ‘(other than subsection (c) (2) thereof)” after ‘‘this sec- 
tion” 


INCREASES HEREAFTER OCCURRING 


“See. 4. (a) If the Commissioner determines for any fiscal year ending prior to 
July 1, 1956— 

“(1) that, as a direct result of activities of the United States (carried on 
either directly or through a contractor), an increase in the number of children 
in average daily attendance at the schools of any local educational agency 
has occurred in such fiscal year, Which increase so resulting from activities 
of the United States is equal to at least 5 per centum of the number of all 
children in average daily attendance at the schools of such ageney during 
the preceding fiscal vear; and 

“(2) that such activities of the United States have placed on such agency 
a substantial and continuing financial burden; and 

(3) that such agency is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising 
due diligence in availing itself of State and other financial assistance but 
is — to secure sufficient funds to meet the increased educational costs 
involved, 

then such agency shall be entitled to receive for such fiscal year an amount 
equal to the product of— 

“(A) the number of children which the Commissioner determines to be the 
increase, so resulting from activities of the United States, in such year in 
average daily attendance; and 

“(B) the amount which the Commissioner determines to be the current 
expenditures per child necessary to provide free public education to such 
additional children during such year minus the amount which the Com- 
missioner determines to be available from State, local, and Federal sources 
(not counting as available for such purpose either payments under section 2 
of this Act or funds from local sources necessary to provide free public 
education to other children). 

For the next fiscal year (except where the determination under the preceding 
sentence has been made with respect to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956), such 
agency shall be entitled to receive 50 per centum of such product, but not to exceed 
for such year the amount which the Commissioner determines to be necessary to 
enable such agency, with the State, local, and other Federal funds available to it 
for such purpose, to provide a level of education equivalent to that maintained in 
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Sec. 2. Subsection (a) of section 4 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
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the school districts in such State which in his judgment are generally comparable 
to the school district of such agency. The determinations whether an increase has 
occurred for purposes of clause (1) hereof and whether such increase meets the 5 per 
centum requirement contained in such clause, for any fiscal vear, shall be made on 
the basis of estimates by the Commissioner made prior to the close of such vear, 
except that an underestimate made by the Commissioner pursuant to the fore- 
going provisions of this sentence shall not operate to deprive an agency of its 
entitlement to any payments under this section to which it would be entitled had 
the estimate been accurate. The determination under clause (B) shall be made 
by the Commissioner after considering the current expenditures per child in 
providing free public education in those school districts in the State which, in 
the judgment of the Commissioner, are generally comparable to the school 
district of the local educational ageney for which the computation is being made.” 

Sec. 3. Subsection (b) of section 4 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 


“INCREASES HERETOFORE OCCURRING 


“(b) In the case of any local educational agency which was entitled to receive 
any payment for th» fiscal vear ending June 30, 1953, under this subsection as in 
effect at the beginning of such year, such agency shall be entitled to receive, for 
the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1954, 50 per centum of the amount to which it 
was so entitled for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, except that 

“(1) in no case may the amount to which any agency is entitled under 
this subsection for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1954, exceed the amount 
which the Commissioner determines to be necessary to enable such agency 
to provide a level of education equivalent to that maintained in the school 
districts in the same State which in his judgment are generally comparable 
to the school district of such agency, minus the amount which the Commis- 
sioner determines to be available to such ageney from State, local, and other 
Federal sources, and 

“(2) no amount may be paid to any ageney under this subsection for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, unless the Commissioner determines for 
such year that such agency is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising 
due diligence in availing itself of State and other financial assistance but is 
unable to secure sufficient funds to meet the educational costs involved.” 

Sec. 4. Subsection (ce) of section 4 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 


“COUNTING OF CERTAIN CHILDREN 


“(e) In determining under subsection (a) whether there has been an increase 
in attendance in any fiscal year resulting from activities of the United States and 
the number of children with respect to whom payment is to be made for any 
fiscal year the Commissioner shall not count children whose attendance is attribut- 
able to activities of the United States carried on in connection with real property 
which has been excluded from the definition of Federal property by the last 
sentence of paragraph (1) of section 9, but shall count as an inerease resulting 
from activities of the United States an increase in the number of children who 
reside on Federal property or reside with a parent employed on Federal property.” 

Src. 5. Subsection (d) of section 4 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 


“ADJUSTMENT FOR CERTAIN DECREASES IN FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


““(d) Whenever the Commissioner determines that— 

“(1) a local educational agency has made preparations to provide 
during a fiscal year free public education for a certain number of children to 
whom subsection (a) applies; 

“(2) such preparations were in his judgment reasonable in the light of the 
information available to such agency at the time such preparations were 
made; and 

“(3) such number has been substantially reduced by reason of a decrease 
in or cessation of Federal activities or by reason of a failure of any of such 
activities to oecur, 

the amount (if any) to which such ageney is otherwise entitled under this section 
for such year shall be increased to the amount to which, in the judgment of the 
Commissioner, such agency would have been entitled but for such decrease in or 
cessation of Federal activities or the failure of such activities to occur, minus any 
reduction in current expenditures for such year which the Commissioner deter- 
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mines that such agency has effected, or reasonably should have effected, by reason 
of such decrease in or cessation of Federal activities or the failure of such activities 
to occur.” 

Sec. 6. Subsection (b) of section 5 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 


PAYMENT 


““(b) The Commissioner shall, subject to the provisions of subsection (¢c), from 
time to time pay to each local educational ageney, in advance or otherwise, the 
amount which he estimates such agency is entitled to receive under this Act. 
Such estimates shall take into account the extent (if any) to which any previous 
estimate of the amount to be paid such agency under this Act (whether or not in 
the same fiscal vear) was greater or less than the amount which should have been 
paid to it. Such payments shall be made through the disbursing facilities of the 
Department of the Treasury and prior to audit or settlement by the General 
Accounting Office.”’ 

Sec. 7. Subsection (c) of section 5 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 


“ADJUSTMENTS WHERE NECESSITATED BY APPROPRIATIONS 


“(e) If the funds appropriated for a fiscal vear for making the payments pro- 
vided in this Act are not sufficient to pay in full the total amounts to which all 
local educational agencies are entitled, the Commissioner shall, subject to any 
limitation contained in the Act appropriating such funds, allocate such funds, 
other than so much thereof as he estimates to be required for section 6, among 
sections 2, 3, 4 (a), and 4 (b) in the proportion that the amount he estimates to 
be required under each such section bears to the total estimated to be required 
under all such sections. The amount thus allocated to any such section shall be 
available for payment of a percentage of the amount to which each local educational 
agency is entitled under such section (including, in the case of section 3, any 
increases under subsection (c) (2) thereof), such percentage to be equal to the 
percentage which the total funds available for the fiscal year for all such sections 
is of the total of the amounts the Commissioner estimates to be required under 
all such sections. In case the amount so allocated to a section for a fiscal year 
exceeds the total to which all local educational agencies are entitled under such 
section for such year or in case additional funds become available for carrying 
out such sections, the excess, or such additonal funds, as the case may be, shall 
be allocated by the Commissioner, among the sections for which the previous 
allocations are inadequate, on the same basis as is provided above for the initial 
allocation.” 

Sec. 8 (a) So much of section 6 of such Act as precedes clause (1) thereof is 
amended to read as follows: ‘‘In the case of children who reside on Federal property, 
and in the case of children who reside in Puerto Rico, Guam, Wake Island, or the 
Virgin Islands with a parent employed by the United States—’’. 

(b) Such section is further amended by striking out the second sentence and 
inserting the following in lieu thereof: ‘In any case in which the Commissioner 
makes such arrangements for the provision of free public education in facilities 
situated on Federal property, he may also make arrangements for providing 
free public education in such facilities for children residing in any area adjacent 
to such property with a parent who, during some portion of the fiscal year in 
which such education is provided, was employed on such property, but only if the 
Commissioner determines after consultation with the appropriate State educa- 
tional agency (1) that the provision of such education is appropriate to carry out 
the purposes of this Act, (2) that no local educational agency is able to provide 
suitable free public education for such children, and (3) in any case where in the 
judgment of the Commissioner the need for the provision of such education will 
not be temporary in duration, that the local educational ageney of the school 
district in which such children reside, or the State educational agency, or both, 
will make reasonable tuition payments to the Commissioner for the education 
of such children. Such payments may be made either directly or through deduc- 
tions from amounts to which the local educational ageney is entitled under this 
Act, or both, as may be agreed upon between such agency and the Commis- 
sioner. Any amounts paid to the Commissioner by a State or local educational 
agency pursuant to this section shall be covered into the Treasury as miscel- 
laneous receipts. To the maximum extent practicable, education provided under 
this section shall be comparable to free public education provided for children 
in comparable communities in the State, except that, in the case of education 
provided under this section outside the continental United States, Alaska, and 
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Hawaii, it shall, to the maximum extent practicable, be comparable to free public 
education provided for children in the District of Columbia. For the purpose 
of providing such comparable education, personnel may be employed without 
regard to the civil-service or classification laws.”’ , 

Sec. 9. Subsection (d) of section 8 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

‘“(d) No appropriation to any department or ageney of the United States, 
other than an appropriation to earry out this Act, shall be available during the 
period beginning July 1, 1953, and ending June 30, 1956, for the employment of 
teaching personnel for the provision of free publie education for children in any 
State or for payments to any local educational ageney (directly or through the 
State educational agency) for free public education for children, except that 
nothing in the foregoing provisions of this subsection shall affeet (1) the avail- 
ability of appropriations for the maintenance and operation of school facilities 
(A) on Federal property under the control of the Atomie Energy Commission or 
(B) by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, or (2) effective July 1, 1954, the availability 
of appropriations of the Bureau of Indian Affairs for payments to any State or 
local educational ageney to assist in meeting special instructional costs or other 
special costs incurred in connection with the education of Indian echildren.”’ 

Sec. 10. (a) The second sentence of section 9 (1) of such Aet is amended to 
read as follows: ‘‘Such term includes real property leased from the Secretary of 
the Army, Navy, or Air Foree or from the Atomie Energy Commission under 
section 805 or 810 of the National Housing Act, as amended, for the purpose of 
title VIII of such Act.” 

(b) Effective July 1, 1954, the second sentence of seetion 9 (2) of such Aet is 
amended to read as follows: ‘‘For purposes of section 6, such term does not 
include an Indian child.” 

(ec) Section 9 (8) of such Act is amended by inserting immediately after the 
words *‘ Puerto Rico,’”’ the words ‘‘Guam, Wake Island,’’. 

(d) Effective July 1, 1954, section 9 of such Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(11) The term ‘Indian child’ means any child of one-fourth or more degree 
of Indian blood recognized as such under the laws of the United States relating 
to Indian Affairs.” 

Sec. 11. Except where a different effective date is specified, the amendments 
made by the preceding sections of this Act shall become effective July 1, 1953. 
In the case of any local educational agency which was entitled to payments for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, under section 4 (a) of the Act of September 30, 
1950, as in effect prior to the enactment of this Act, with respect to an increase 
in average daily attendance occurring in such fiscal year, such agency shall be 
entitled to payments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1954, in accordance 
with the provisions following clause (B) of such section as amended by this Act; 
and for such purpose the amount to which such agency was so entitled for the 
fiscal vear ending June 30, 1953, shall be deemed to be the product referred to 
in such section as amended by this Act. 

Src. 12. Such portion of the appropriations of any department or agency, 
other than an appropriation to carry out the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public 
Law 874, Eighty-first Congress), for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1954, as the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget determines to be available for the same pur- 
poses as such Act, shall, except to the extent necessary to carry out during such 
fiscal year contracts made prior to the enactment of this Act, be transferred to 
the United States Commissioner of Education for use by him in carrying out 
such purposes. 


(The section-by-section analysis referred to follows:) 
SECTION BY SECTION ANALYSIS 


Secrion 1. AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3 oF PusBiic Law 874 


The first section of the draft bill amends section 3 of Public Law 874, SIst 
Congress, by extending its duration until July 1, 1956, and by making other 
substantive changes. 

Entitlement based on previous year’s aitendance 

Under Public Law 874 as now in effect, a local educational agency is entitled 

for any year to the local contribution rate multiplied by the number of children 


in average daily attendance at its schools during the year who reside on Federal 
property with a parent employed on Federal property, and one-half the local 
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contribution rate multiplied by the number of children in average daily attend- 
ance who reside on Federal property or who reside with a parent employed on 
Federal property any part of which is located in the same State. Because the 
amount of the payment for a fiscal year is determined by the average daily 
attendance during that year, the amount to which a local educational agency 
is entitled cannot be finally determined until the final figures on average daily 
attendance for the year are available. ‘To reduce the uncertainty and delay in 
determinations of the amount of entitlements under Public Law 874, subsection 
(a) of the first seetion of the draft bill would amend section 3 of that law so as 
to base determinations of the amount of entitlements under such section 3 on 
the average daily attendance of the federally connected children during the 
year preceding the year for which the determinations are made. 


Location of property on which parent works 

Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of the first section of the draft bill would also 
amend section 3 (a) of Public Law 874 by adding the requirement that, for pur- 
poses of eligibility for payment of the full local contribution rate with respect 
to a child, the property on which the parent works must be situated in the same 
State as the local ageney which provides the free public education or within 
reasonable commuting distance of the schcol district of such agency. This 
addition would make the employed-on-Federal-property test in section 3 (a) 
consistent with the analogous test in section 3 (b). 


Special provision for children of military personnel or Indians 

Subsection (a) of section 8 would be further amended to meet special problems 
that have arisen in the past in conneetion with children of military personnel and 
to avert problems that would otherwise attend the extension of the law to children 
of Indian parents. As amended, subsection (a) would inelude all children who 
reside on Federal property and who have a parent who is on active duty with the 
uniformed services (as the term ‘‘uniformed services” is defined in the Career 
Compensation Act of 1949), irrespective of whether the parent is employed on 
Federal property. This change is deemed desirable in view of the administrative 
difficulty of keeping track of frequent changes in station of military personnel in 
order to determine if they work on Federal property and in view of the great 
likelihood that members of the uniformed services will be employed on Federal 
property wherever they go. 

Since so many Indian parents are unemployed or engaged in self-employment or 
intermittent, irregular employment, the draft bill would relax the working on 
Federal property requirement in order to allow their children who live on Indian 
reservations or other Federal property to be counted under seetion 3 (a) if neither 
parent is regularly emploved on private on other non-Federal property. As 
respects both children of military personnel and children of Indian parents who do 
not regularly work on non-Federal property, the school districts in question will 
rarely, if ever, realize any property tax revenues from the places where the parents 
of the children work, so that it is equitable to give full credit rather than half 
credit if they provide education to such children when they reside on Federal 
property. 

The amendments in this seetion with respect to Indians, as well as the other 
amendments in the bill with respect to Indians, would not become effective until 
July 1, 1954. 

Children eligible under section 3 (a) may not be counted under section 3 (b) 

Another respect in which the bill would change existing law is that any child 
who lives on Federal property with a parent employed on Federal property must 
be counted under subsection (a) and may not be counted under subsection (b) of 
section 3. Under existing law, the local ageney has a choice in such a case as to 
which subsection to count the child under because the eligibility requirements 
(discussed below in connection with the new see. 3 (ec) (1)) are applied separately 
to the children counted under subsection (a) and those counted under subsection 
(b). Under these provisions as so amended there would be no reason to permit 
this choice since it would always be more advantageous for the local educational 
agency to count a child under subsection (a) if it can. 

Bedroom communities not in same State as Federal installations 
The amended section 3 (b) also differs from the existing provision by including 


children of parents who work on Federal property within reasonable commuting 
distance of the school district of the local educational agency providing the educa- 
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tion even though the property is not in the same State. The intervention of the 
State boundary in such a case operates under existing law to relieve the Federal 
Government of the necessity of making payments to any school district under 
Public Law 874, even though Federal activities outside the State are imposing & 
direct and substantial burden on nearby school districts in the State. The pro- 
posed amendment would eliminate this inequity consistently with the general 
principle in Public Law 874 that payments under it should go the school districts 
upon which the burden of educating federally connected children is imposed. 


Changes in method of computing entitlement under section 3; minimum and absorption 
requirements 


Paragraph (2) of section 1 (a) of the draft bill would repeal subsections (d), (e), 
and (f) of section 3 of the law (discussed below), would redesignate subsections 
(c) and (g) as subsections (d) and (e) respectively, and would insert a new sub- 
section (¢). 

Paragraph (1) of the new subsection (ce) provides that the amount to which a 
local educational agency is entitled for a fiscal year under section 3 is to be deter- 
mined by multiplying (1) the local contribution rate, by (2) the number of children 
computed under subsection (a) plus one-half of the number computed under 
subsection (b) minus 3 percent of the difference between such sum and the total 
number of children in average daily attendance at such agency's schools during 
the preceding vear. No agency is entitled to any such payment, however, unless 
the number of children computed under subsection (a) plus one-half the number 
computed under subsection (b) is 10 or more. The Commissioner is elso given 
discretionary authority to reduce the 3-percent deduction or the requirement of 
10 or more children, or both, whenever and to the extent that the application 
thereof would be inequitable and would defeat the purposes of the act. 

This method of computing the amount of entitlement under section 3 differs 
from that prescribed by the existing law in several respects. 

Under the existing law, the 3-percent figure and the minimum of 10 children 
are applied separately (pursuant to the present section 3 (d) (1)) to the children 
counted under subsection (a) and the children counted under subsection (b). 
Moreover, the two figures are used only to determine eligibility. The House 
Committee on Education and Labor, in explaining these eligibility requirements, 
stated that they were designed to eliminate situations ‘‘where the number of 
Federal children involved is so negligible (i. e., less than 10) as to entail adminis- 
trative expenses in making payments out of all proportion to the amount of aid 
that would be given, or is so small in proportion to the total number of children 
to whom the local agency provides education as to be readily absorbed by the 
agency without appreciable hardship’? (H. Rept. No. 2287, Sist Cong., 2d sess., 
p. 12). These purposes would not, however, seem to call for application of the 
tests separately to the two groups of children. Whether or not the burden to the 
community is sufficient to warrant the administrative expense involved in making 
the payments would more appropriately depend on the combined number of 
Federal children. In addition, if the 3-percent figure is a criterion of the extent 
to which local educational agencies may readily absorb the Federal children 
without appreciable hardship, the community which is eligible should also be 
required to absorb up to that amount. As the law is now written, a few more 
children can mean the difference between no payments under the section and sub- 
stantial payments thereunder—a result which seems needlessly arbitrary. 

The enclosed draft bill, however, reduces the number of children on whom 
entitlement may be based not by 3 percent of the total average daily attendance 
of the local educational agency (the figure used in the existing see. 3 (d) (1)) but 
by 3 percent of the average daily attendance of non-Federal children. Since the 
cost of education for all the children for whom the local agency provides education 
must be met in large measure from the income derived from non-Federal sources 
(plus whatever is avilable from the United States) the average daily attendance 
of non-Federal children would seem to be a more reasonable gage of its absorptive 
ability than its total average daily attendance. Thus, in a community with an 
average daily attendance of 40,000 of which 30,000 are non-Federal children, 
non-Federal sources are presumably adequate to bear the cost of education for 
30,000 children. In a community with the same average daily attendance but 
with only 10,000 average daily attendance for non-Federal children, non-Federal 
sources are presumably adequate to bear the cost of education for only 10,000 
children. Requiring the second community to absorb the cost of education for 
the same number of Federal children as the first would obviously be unfair. 
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Special increases where formula payments inadequate 

Paragraph (2) of the new subsection (c) of section 3 of the law provides for 
increasing the amount payable to a local educational agency when the amount 
computed under paragraph (1) plus the other resources available to the agency 
are insufficient to enable it to provide a level of education equivalent to that 
provided in generally comparable communities. Under existing law (sec. 3 (¢)) 
the loeal contribution rate may be increased for an ageney where, because of 
unusual geographical factors, its current expenditures for providing free public 
education are greater than those required of the comparable communities. The 
new provision would permit consideration of other causes for increasing the 
Federal contribution under the section to a local agency, but only in the very 
few cases where all cf the following conditions exist: (1) The community is itself 
making a reasonable tax effort and exercising due diligence in obtaining other 
available financial aid; (2) not less than 50 percent of its average daily attendance 
during the preceding year was attributable to children residing on Federal prop- 
erty; and (3) effective for the fiscal year 1956, eligibility of the community for 
State aid and the amount thereof is determined on a basis no less favorable than 
that used for other local educational agencies in the State. However, this 
paragraph would not be permitted to increase the amount otherwise payable to 
a community under section 3 above the cost of providing, for the children in 
average daily attendance during the preceding year who resided on Federal 
property, a level of education equivalent to that provided in the comparable 
communities, minus the amount of the State aid available for such children. 


Changes in method of determining local contribution rate 

Subsection (b) of the first section of the draft bill would amend the provisions 
dealing with the determination of the local contribution rate (formerly sec. 3 (¢c) 
of the law and redesignated as sec. 3 (d) by the amendments) in two respects. 
Under existing law, the rate for any local agency is equal to the per pupil 
expenditure, from current revenues derived form local sources, for the provision 
of free publie education in the schoo! districts of the same State which are ‘most 
nearly comparable.”? In order to simplify administration of this provision the 
amendment would base the determination on the per pupil expenditures of those 
districts which are in the same classification and are otherwise ‘‘generally com- 
parable.” 

The second change is the insertion of a provision authorizing the loeal con- 
tribution rate for Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Guam, Wake Island, and the 
Virgin Islands to be determined by the Commissioner in accordance with policies 
and principles approximating those provided for determination of the rate for 
the several States, in lieu of having the rate for these Territories determined by 
the formula applicable to the States. This amendment is occasioned by the 
differences between the States and the named Territories and possessions in meth- 
ods and problems of school financing, which render rigid adherence to the general 
formula inequitable and impracticable. 

No payments to cover State aid not yet available 

The first seetion of the draft bill would also repeal gabon etion (e) of seetion 3 of 
the law which provides for making payments to local educational agencies to 
cover the amount of State aid payments which are not vet available because 
of the lag in such State payments. This lag is important only when the number 
of federally connected children has inereased. If the inerease is substantial, a 
payment under section 4 (a) of the law can be made, the payment being computed 
in the light of the absence of State aid. If there is not a sufficient increase to 
qualify the district for a payment under section 4 (a), the absence of State aid 
would not seem to cause any significant hardship on the community. Basing 
payments under section 3 on average daily attendance during the preceding year, 
as would be done by the amendments in the bill, also justifies elimination of section 
3 (e) of the law. State aid in States which base their payments on the previous 
year’s average daily attendance (as do most States) will also be available on the 
basis of the federally connected children included in the previous year’s attendance. 


Repeal of existing minimum requirements and special requirements for larger cities 


Paragraph (2) of subsection (a) of the first section of the draft bill would also 
repeal subsections (d) and (f) of section 3 of the existing law. Paragraph (1) of 
the existing subsection (d) requires that in order for a local educational agency to 
be eligible for payments under subsection (a) or (b) the number of its children in 
average daily attendance who meet the requirements of such subsection must be 
at least 10 and at least 3 percent of the total number of children in average daily 
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attendance at its schools. The first requirement is included in the new subsection 
(c) (1), although modified as explained above. The second has been replaced by 
a requirement, in the new subsection (e) (1), of absorption of a number equal to 
3 percent of the non-Federal children in average daily attendance, whieh has 
also been explained above. This absorption requirement and the elimination 
of the 3 percent as an eligibility condition make unnecessary the continuation of 
paragraph (2) of the existing subsection (d) which now imposes a larger percentage 
as an eligibility condition and requires absorption of the 3 percent in the ease of 
communities whose average daily attendance exceeded 35,000 in the year ending 
June 30, 1939. , 


Repeal of additional payments where Federal attendance less than anticipated 

The existing subsection (f) of section 3 of the law provides for increasing the 
payments under section 3 to a local educational agency when its average daily 
attendance from Federal children is reduced, after it has already made prepara- 
tions for providing education for them, by reason of a cessation or reduction in 
Federal activities. The provisions of this subsection would no longer be necessary 
in view of the amendment basing entitlement under the section on the previous 
year’s average daily attendance in lieu of the current year’s average daily attend- 
ance. The enclosed draft bill, therefore, repeals the existing subsection (f). 


Reduction of other Federal payments not made in certain cases 


Subsection (d) of the first section of the draft bill amends the existing subsection 
(g) of section 3 of Public Law 874 (redesignated by the bill as sec. 3 (e)) by making 
it inapplicable to the new subsection (c) (2). The existing provision requires 
deduction from payments under section 3 of other Federal payments and the value 
of services furnished the local educational agency by the Federal Government 
during the year. These deductions would not be appropriate in cases in which 
the new subsection (¢) (2) is applied. 


Section 2. AMENDMENTS TO SEcTION 4 (A) OF Puptic Law 874 


Extension of duration 


Payments under section 4 (a) of Public Law 874 are not authorized for any vear 
after the year ending June 30, 1954. Section 2 of the enclosed draft bill would 
extend this section of the law for 2 more years. It would also effect several other 
changes explained below. 

Eligibility based on 5-percent increase over preceding year 

Section 4 (a) of the law now provides payments to local educational agencies 
by reason of sudden and substantial (10 percent or more) increases in average daily 
attendance over the average dailv attendance during the preceding 3 years, which 
result from Federal activities. The determination of whether an increase has oc- 
curred is not too difficult to make. However, the determination of what portion 
of the increase is attributable to Federal activities, particularly when the activi- 
ties are carried on through a private contractor, has proved administratively 
difficult. In these times of generally increasing school attendance it would be no 
simple task to identify the portion of the increase attributable to Federal activities 
when the current attendance is compared with attendance during the preceding 
year. Having to make the comparison with the attendance over the preceding 
3 vears, has caused the local and State educational agencies considerable annoy- 
ance, has hampered administration of the law at the Federal level, and has in 
general proved unsatisfactory. In order to help alleviate these difficulties, sec- 
tion 2 of the enclosed draft bill would amend section 4 (a) of the law so as to im- 
pose as an eligibility condition a 5 percent increase over the preceding year’s 
school attendance. It is our feeling that a requirement of a 5-percent increase, 
attributable to Federal activities, over the preceding year’s attendance will, in 
the average situation of a constantly increasing school population over the last 
few and the coming years, be generally equivalent to the existing requirement of 
a 10-percent increase over the preceding 3 years. 

Increase must be direct result of Federal activities 

Under the existing law, eligibility for and the amount of payments under section 
4 (a) depend on an increase which is the result of Federal activities (carried on 
either directly by the United States or through a contractor.) This permits 
inclusion for these purposes of children of many so-called service personnel— 
people who are not themselves employed in any Federal activity but who come 
into the community to work in stores, transportation systems, municipal services, 
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ete., servicing the personnel engaged in the Federal activity coneerned. The 
children of such service personnel would no longer be counted as part of the 
increase resulting from Federal activities under the proposed amendment to 
section 4 (a). The change would further simplify the task of determining the 
existence and extent of the Federal responsibility under the section. 
Pcyments on basis of an increase limited to 2 years 

If a local educational agency experiences, as the result of Federal activities, the 
10-percent increase required by section 4 (a) in any year, it is eligible under the 
existing law for payments on the basis of that increase for that year and the next 
2 years, although the payments in the 2d and 3d years are made with respect to 
a smaller number of children. This provision was based on the assumption that 
it often took about 3 years for the property values and tax machinery of the 
community to adjust to the influx of population. On further consideration and 
in the light of present conditions, we believe that a 2-vear period should be adequate 
for the adiustiment. Consequently, under the amended section 4 (a), payments 
on the basis of an increase in school attendance will be made only for the year in 
which the increase oecurs and the succeeding year. In addition, the 2d vear’s 
payment will be based on the amount the community still needs to maintain a 
level of education equivalent to that in generally comparable school distriets in 
the State, but in no case to exceed 50 percent of the Ist vear’s payment. Of 
course, if the community again meets the eligibility conditions in the 2d year— 
i. e., experiences a 5-percent increase in average daily attendance as compared with 
the preceding year’s attendance, which is directly attributable to Federal ac- 
tivities—it can receive additional payments on the basis of that inerease over a 
2-year period, with the same limitations again applying to the 2d year’s payments. 
Deduction of section 3 payments 

Section 4 (a) now provides that a school district meeting the eligibility eondi- 
tions is entitled to an amount equal to the increased number of children in average 
daily attendance resulting from Federal activities multiplied by the per pupil 
current expenditures for providing education minus amounts available for this 
purpose from other sources. Payments under other provisions of the act (includ- 
ing sec. 3) and funds from local sources required for the education of the non- 
Federal children, however, are not to be deducted. Section 2 of the bill would 
amend the provisions on deductions in section 4 (a) of the law by permitting 
deduction also of payments made under section 3. This amendment complements 
the amendment made by the bill to section 4 (¢) of the law (explained below) 
which eliminates the prohibition against counting children to which section 3 of 
the law applies for purpose of determining a district’s eligibility for aid under 
section 4 and the amount of such aid. 


Amount of paymeni based on expenditures in “generally comparable’ districts 

Under section 4 (a) of the law, the per pupil current expenditures necessary 
for providing free public education are to be determined by the Commissioner 
after considering the current expenditures in the ‘most nearly comparable” 
school districts. The quoted phrase would be changed by section 2 of the draft 
bill to ‘generally comparable” in line with the similar change made by the bill in 
section 3 of the law. 


Requirement as to minimum number of children may be based on estimate 


Section 2 of the draft bill would amend section 4 (a) of the law to provide that 
the determination whether a local educational agency meets the 5-percent increase 
requirement shal! be made on the basis of estimates, although no agency which 
actually meets the requirement would be ineligible because the estimates turned 
out to be too low. Under the existing provisions, if it appears at the beginning 
or during the course of a fiscal year that a local educational agency’s increased 
school attendance attributable to Federal activities will meet the percentage 
requirement and payments are made on the basis of this under section 4 (a), 
all of these payments must be recovered from the agency if, when the actual 
average daily attendance figures are computed after the close of the fiscal year, 
the increase turns out to be less than the percentage required. While the pos- 
sibilitv of such an occurrence Was not thought to be very great in normal times, 
it is likely to be much greater now with the expansion of defense establishments 
and military installations. Where the expansion is sudden or at a rapid pace 
it would seem wise to permit the Commissioner to determine eligibility on the 
basis of estimates so that the local agency may count on some funds under section 
4 (a) and thereby be able to make the current expenditures necessary to provide 
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the free public education for the new children. If the Commissioner should, 


however, estimate an inerease of less than 5 percent, the local agency would 
nevertheless be entitled to pavments under section 4 (a) if the actual average 
daily attendance figures equaled or exceeded this percentage. Consequently, 


no local educational agency would suffer as a result of this amendment. 

It should also be noted in connection with this amendment that the amount of 
the payment would continue to be determined in ail eases, as it is now, on the basis 
of the actual average daily attendances figures. The estimate would be used only 
for eligibility purposes and to prevent the necessity for recouping the entire pay- 
ment previously made to the loca! agency. 


SecrTION 3. AMENDMENTS TO Secrion 4 (B) or Pusnic Law 874 


Payments for increases heretofore occurring based on payments for fiscal 1952 

This section of the draft bill amends section 4 (b) of Publie Law S74 in several 
respects. Section 4 (b) deals with payments to local agencies on account of 
increases in school attendance resulting from Federal activities whieh oeeurred 
after June 30, 1939, and prior to July 1, 1950, and which are still substantial (25 
percent or more of the average daily attendance). The primary funetion of the 
amendments is to base the amount of the payments to eligible communities during 
the next fiscal year on the amount of their payments during the current fiscal vear, 
j.e., the year ending June 30, 1953. The amendments would simplify administra- 
tion considerably by not requiring a redetermination next vear of the number of 
schoolchildren still remaining who are attributable to the Federal Government 
the identification of whom is both difficult and unrealistic. They would also 
remove the possibility of an interpretation, to which section 4 (b) is apparently 
now open, that the local agencies must operate their schools on a deficit basis if 
they are to continue to be eligible for payments under the section—a result we 
feel sure the Congress never intended. 

As amended by the draft bill, section 4 (b) would still contain safeguards against 
unjust enrichment. by the local educational agencies despite the failure to base the 
payments for the next year on the number of Federal children still remaining in 
that year; for the amount paid could not exceed the amount needed with all other 
available resources to maintain a level of education equivalent to that in generally 
comparable school districts and no payments could be made to any local ageney 
unless it was unable to secure sufficient funds despite a reasonable tax effort and 
due diligence in availing itself of funds from other sources. The amended section 
would, of course, still retain the principle of paving declining percentages of the 
cost of providing education for the Federal children so that the seetion will become 
wholly inoperative at the close of June 30, 1954. 


SecrTion 4. AMENDMENTS TO Section 4 (c) or Pusiic Law 874 


Certain children not to be counted for purposes of section 4 


Section 4 (c) of the law excludes from the count of federaliy connected children, 
for purposes of eligibility for and amount of payment under subsections (a) and (b) 
of section 4, those children who are eligible to be counted under section 3 and 
children resulting from activities carried on in connection with property exeluded 
from the definition of Federal property by the last sentence of section 9 (1). 

The amendment to section 4 (¢) which would be made by this section of the 
draft bill has two main purposes. One of these is to make certain changes designed 
to complement the changes made in section 3 and section 4 (b) of the law, explained 
above. Since there will be no counting of the number of Federal children still 
remaining in the next vear for purposes of section 4 (b), there is no need to have 
subsection (¢c), which is merely a limitation on this process, continue applicable 
to it. Subsection (¢) would continue to apply to section 4 (a) although the exelu- 
sion, for purposes of the latter section, of children counted under section 3 is no 
longer necessary by virtue of the amendments basing entitlement under seetion 3 
on the previous year’s average daily attendance. 

Another purpose of the amendment to section 4 (ce) of the law is to make it clear 
that increases in the number of children residing on Federal property or in the 
number who reside with a parent employed on Federal property, will be deemed 
to result from activities of the United States so as to be countable under seetion 
4 (a). This is to assure that increases resulting, for example, from the transfer 
of children from a federally operated school to schools of a local educational 
agency may form the basis for some Federal assistance under section 4 (a), if other 
conditions are met. Such children for the first vear would not be counted under 
section 3 of the law, as it would be amended by the bill. 
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Section 5. AMENDMENTS TO Section 4 (Dp) oF Pusric Law 874 


Special requirements for larger cities removed; additional payments where Federal 
increase less than expected 

This section amends section 4 of the law by repealing the existing subsection (d), 
which imposes higher percentage-eligibility requirements under the section on 
communities whose average daily attendance in fiseal 1939 exeeeded 35,000, 
as well as a requirement of absorption of the cost of education for some of the 
Federal children. The repeal of this big-city limitation corresponds to the repeal 
of a similar limitation in the amendments made to section 3 of the law. 

This subsection would be replaced with a new subsection (d) providing increased 
payments to communities making preparations for the education of a certain 
number of Federal children which was reduced because of a failure of Federal! 
activities to occur or a decrease in or cessation of Federal activities. Federal 
payments under section 4 of Publie Law 874 are based on the mimber of Federal 
children who actually will be in average daily attendance at the schools of the 
applicant during a particular fiscal year. Should a drop in the number of Federal 
children in average daily attendance during a vear occur by reason of a decrease 
in or cessation of Federal activities, or should the number of these children in 
average daily attendance be considerably less than was reasonably anticipated 
by the local ageney, the Federal payments under this section would be corre- 
spondingly less. However, local educational agencies must of necessity make 
advance plans on the basis of estimates of future average daily attendance and 
must frequently make commitments and incur expenditures on the basis of these 
estimates. Because of previous commitments and expenditures already made, the 
reduction in attendance (or failure of an increase in attendance to materialize) 
inay mean little or no reduction in the current expenditures of the educational 
agency for such vear. Consequently, the new section 4 (d) provides that where 
the Commissioner of Education determines that an applicant has made prepara- 
tions to provide free public education to a certain number of children for whom 
payments are authorized by the section, and that number is substantially reduced 
by reason of a reduction in or cessation of Federal activities (or a failure of such 
activities to occur), the amount of the payment to which the ageney is otherwise 
entitled is to be increased to the amount whieh in the judgment of the Commis- 
sioner, sueh ageney would have been entitled but for the decrease in or cessation of 
Federal activities. Any reduction in current expenditures which the ageney 
effects, or reasonably should have effected, by reason of the reduction in the 
number of Federal children must be dedueted from any such increased Federal 
payment. 


Section 6, AMENDMENTS TO Section 5 (B) oF Pusric Law 874 


Payment procedure 


This section of the enclosed draft bill would simplify and clarify subsection (b) 
of section 5 of the law which sets forth the proeedure for estimating and paying 
the amounts to whieh the loeal agencies are entitled. The amended subsection 
would authorize pavments of the amounts to which local edueational agencies 
are entitled under the law to be made from time to time, instead of requiring 
them to be made each quarter as is now the case. There would seem to be no need 
in the ordinary case for making payments to the local agencies this frequently 
in view of existing school budgeting practices. Also, in view of the amendments 
discussed above which would base payments under section 3 of the law on at- 
tendance during the preeeding vear, it will frequently be possible early in a fiscal 
year to pay local educational agencies the full amount to which they are entitled 
(subject to section 5 (¢c)) for such year. 

Since payments under the law of the amounts to which the local agencies are 
entitled will frequently, particularly in the case of section 4 (a) of the law, be made 
in advance on the basis of estimates of average daily attendance, ete., the existing 
subsection (b) of seetion 5 provides for adjustments to bo made in subsequent 
payments to take account of prior erroneous payments. The necessity for some 
of these adjustments on account of overpayments or underpayments during one 
fiscal vear may not be known until the next vear. The amended subsection 
would also make clear the authority, which is now implicit, to make these adjust- 
ments in the payments for the sueceeding fiseal vear. 

The amendments to section 5 (b) of the law would also eliminate the requirement 
of certification by the Commissioner to the Secretary of the Treasury of the 
amounts to be paid. This last change accords with recommendations made by 
the Department of the Treasury in connection with other legislation. 
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Section 7. AMENDMENTS TO SEcTION 5 (Cc) OF PuBLic Law S874 


Adjustments where appropriations inadequate 

This section of the draft bill amends subsection (c) of section 5 of the law. 
Under the existing provision, if the appropriations for ¢: arrying out the law are 
not sufficient to cover the expenditures required under section 6 and to pay in 
full the total amounts to which all local educational agencies are entitled, the 
percentage by which the funds available for payment of the entitlements are less 
than the amount required is applied to the total entitlement of each agency to 
determine the amount of the payment to such agency for the fiscal year. Under 
the amended section 5 (e), the amount available for paying all entitlements would 
be allocated among sections 2 and 3 and subsections (a) and (b) of seetion 4, in 
the proportion that the amount estimated to be required for each of such sections 
and subsections bears to the total estimated to be required for all of them. The 
amount thus allocated to a section or subsection would be available for paying the 
same percentage of the entitlement of each local educational agency thereunder as 
the amount allocated for the section or subsection is of the total estimated to be 
required for all entitlements thereunder. This change will make it possible to 
pay early in any year all amounts that can be paid under sections 3 and 4 (b), 
since these will be dete rminable early in the fiseal year. Without this change 
substantial sums would have to be withheld until the end of the year because of 
continuing uncertainty as to the full extent of entitlements under section 4 (a). 

Section 8. AMENDMENTS TO Section 6 or Pusiic Law 874 

Provision of education for children of parents working on base 

Section 6 of Public Law 874 now authorizes the Commissioner of Education to 
make arrangements for the provision of free public education for children residing 
on Federal property when no local educational agency is able to provide suitable 
free public education for them. Section 8 (b) of the enclosed draft bill would 
amend this provision of the law so that, when such education is provided in facil- 
ities located on Federal property, children who live nearby, with a parent who at 
some time during the same fiscal year was employed on that property, may also be 
provided education in such facilities. This may be done, however, only where it 
is appropriate to carry out the purposes of the act, and where no local educational 
agency is able to provide suitable free public education for the children involved. 
Where the need for such an arrangement is other than temporary, the local or 
State educational agency, or both, will be expected to make reasonable tuition 
payments to the Federal Government for the education at federally operated 
schools of these children for whom the State and local agency are clearly primarily 
responsible. Provision is made for the setoff of such payments against sums 
payable by the United States to the local educational ageney under other provi- 
sions of the bill. 
Employment of personnel for provision of education 

Section 8 (b) of the draft bill would also add to this provision if the law authority 
to employ personnel without regard to the civil-service or classification laws for 
the purpose of providing education under section 6 of the law. This will better 
enable the Office of Education to comply with the existing statutory requirement 
that the education provided under section 6 shall be comparable to that provided 
in comparable communities in the State. 
Standard of education provided in the Territories 

The existlng requirement that education provided under section 6 of the law be 
comparable to education provided in comparable communities in the State is not 
appropriate in the case of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and Wake 
Island. Section 8 (b) of the bill would, instead, make applicable to education 
provided in these Territories the more appropriate standard of the free public 
education provided for children in the District of Columbia. 


Provision of education for children of Federal personnel in certain Territories 
Subsection (a) of section 8 of the draft bill would further amend section 6 of the 
law so as to make it applicable also to children residing in Puerto Rico, Guam, 
Wake Island, or the Virgin Islands with a parent employed by the United States, 
whether or not they reside on Federal property. This amendment is necessary 
to enable children of Federal employees temporarily stationed in these areas to 
attend schools which, because they are federally operated, will be more nearly 
comparable to those in the continental United States which they previously 
attended and will again attend; for example, the local public schools in Puerto 
Rico do not conduct their courses in English. 
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Section 9. AMENDMENTS TO SecTION 8 (bp) oF Pusiic Law 874 


Prohibition against duplication 

Section 8 (d) of Publie Law 874 now prohibits, for the period beginning July 1, 
1951, and ending June 30, 1954, use of any appropriations, other than those made 
under this act and other than those for schools on property under the control of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, for the same purposes as this act. Section 9 
of the draft bill would amend this provision of the law so as to extend its duration 
for 2 more years, to make it applicable only to use of funds for employment of 
teaching personnel to provide free public education in a State or for payments to 
local agencies (directly or through the State educational agency) for such educa- 
tion, and to exclude from its provisions funds for schools operated by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, and, effective July 1, 1954, funds of that Bureau which are to be 
used to help States and localities defray special costs attending the education of 
Indian children, as contrasted with other children. 


Section 10. AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 9 OF PuBLic Law 874 


Definition of Federal property 

Subsection (a) of this section amends the definition of ‘Federal property” 
in paragraph (1) of section 9 of Public Law 874. The change recognizes the fact 
that section 810 of the National Housing Act (as amended by Public Law 139, 
82d Cong.) granted the Atomic Energy Commission authority to enter into 
leases for Wherry-Spence housing purposes sitnilar to the authority theretofore 
granted to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 
Definition of child 

Subsection (b) of section 10 of the draft bill amends the definition of ‘‘child”’ 
in paragraph (2) of section 9 of the law so as to permit payments under the law 
to local agencies for free public education of Indian children on the same basis 
as for free public education of other Federal children. This amendment would 
become effective July 1, 1954. Prior to that date, Indian children would not 
be covered by Public Law 874. 


Definition of State 

Subsection (c) of section 10 of the draft bill amends the definition of ‘‘State’’ 
in section 9 (8) of the act so as to extend the act to Guam and Wake Island. 
It is believed that Federal functions in connection with the education of children 
of parents residing or working on federally owned property in Guam and Wake 
Island should appropriately be provided for in Public Law 874 and that this 
extension is administratively feasible although, as previously indicated, some 
flexibility in the application of the act to situations in these areas is desirable 
and has been provided for in the bill. 


Definition of Indian child 
Subsection (d) of section 10 would add a new definition of ‘Indian child,” 
to become effective July 1, 1954. 


Section 11. Errectrive 


This section provides that the above-discussed amendments made by the bill 
are, except as otherwise specifically provided (in the case of the amendments 
applicable to Indian children), to take effect July 1, 1953. For the purposes of 
payments under section 4 (a) which now may be made, on the basis of an increase 
occurring during a particular year, for that year and the next 2 years, a transition 
provision has been included. Where an increase has occurred during the current 
year and a local agency is receiving payments on the basis of it, that agency will 
be eligible for payments during the next year (with a limit of 50 percent of its 
current year’s payments as provided in the amended section). No payments on 
the basis of the same increase would be made to the local ageney for fiscal 1955. 
Similarly, payments on the basis of an increase occurring during the fiscal year 1952 
would not be made during the coming fiscal year since the local agency would have 
already received 2 years’ payments on the basis of the increase. 


12. TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


Since a number of appropriations for the fiscal year 1954 will have been enacted 
prior to the enactment of the enclosed draft bill, and since some of these appropria- 
tions may carry funds for purposes for which funds are authorized to carry out the 
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new provisions of Public Law 874, section 12 of the bill would require transfer to 
the Commissioner of Education, for carrying out such purposes, of such portion 
of the appropriations for fiscal 1954 for other agencies as the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget determines to be available for the same purposes as Publie Law S874. 
This would not be applicable, however, to the extent that such funds were neces- 
sary to carry out contracts made prior to the enactment of the bill. 

Chairman McConne tu. With that as a background, we are to hear 
today as the first witness, Hon. Oveta Culp Hobby, the Seeretary of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Mrs. Hobby, 
I notice you have submitted a statement to the subcommittee and I 
imagine it is your intention to read your statement, after which, if 
it is agreeable to you, some questions may be asked by members of 
the subcommittee. 

Will you proceed, Mrs. Hobby? 


STATEMENT OF HON. OVETA CULP HOBBY, SECRETARY OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; 
ACCOMPANIED BY DR. RALL I. GRIGSBY, ACTING COMMIS- 
SIONER OF THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION; AND B. ALDEN 
LILLYWHITE, DIRECTOR OF THE DIVISION OF SCHOOL ASSIST- 
ANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS, OF THE OFFICE OF 
EDUCATION 


Secretary Hossy. Mr. Chairman anid members of the subeom- 
mittee, | am glad of the opportunity to appear here in support of the 
proposals of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and 
of the administration for extension and improvement of Public Law 
815 and Publie Law 874. 

The Committee on Education and Labor has jurisdiction over 
several of the Department’s most important programs, including all 
those of the Office of Education and the Office of Vocational Rehabili- 
tation. This is my first opportunity to appear before vou and present 
views on problems of mutual concern. All of us in the Department 
want to do all we can to establish and maintain that kind of relation- 
ship with you which leads to mutual understanding, confidence, and 
cooperation. You may be sure that on this as ‘well as on other 
legislative proposals which are of common concern to your committee 
and to our Department, we will try to @% all we can to give you the 
underlying facts and to present the considerations, pro and con, as 
objectively as possible. 

As vou know, these two public laws-#Public Law 815 and Publie 
Law 874—were originally developed and pressed to passage by your 
own committee. They received, | understand, practically the unani- 
mous approval of both Republican and Democratic members of this 
committee and of the 8ist Congress when originally enacted. Exten- 
sion of these laws has been recommencsd by President Eisenhower 
in his state of the Union message, an@ the draft proposals, which 
were submitted to the Congress on Apri? 2, 1953, and which are now 
before you, have the endorsement of the*present administration. 

Partly because Publie Law 815 has already provided help for many 
of the most critical needs for new construction in areas overburdened 
by Federal activity, and partly because of the present need for 
emphasis on economy and budget balancing, a number of changes in 
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these two laws are being proposed which will reduce their cost to the 
Federal Government. I would like to give you in broad outline the 
thinking which led us to conclude that these two laws should be 
extended and modified in the manner proposed. Dr. Grigsby, the 
Acting Commissioner of Education, and his assistants, are here to 
provide you with whatever degree of detail you wish to have. 

First, briefly, I would like to speak about the need for these two 
laws, a need with which most of you are keenly familiar, but which 
perhaps should be made a part of the record. 

In many hundreds of communities where the Federal Government 
has concentrated its operations, it has imposed on our public-school 
systems unusual and severe burdens. These burdens take several 
forms. Property ownership by the Federal Government may alone 
constitute in some cases a severe burden on the local school system 
in which the property lies. Most school systems depend entirely or 
largely on property taxes for their locally derived income, and the 
tax-exempt status of the federally owned property operates to deprive 
school systems of revenues which they would have if the property 
were privately owned. 

Federal property ownership in a community is frequently accom- 
panied by a substantial burden in the many children whom the local 
school system must educate but whose parents do not live or work 
on property which the school system can tax because it is federally 
owned and tax-exempt. The burden of providing free public edu- 
cation vear after year to substantial numbers of children whose 
parents live or work on tax-exempt Federal property is a continuing 
one for many school districts, and constitutes the main problem with 
which Public Law 874, the current expense law, is concerned. 

In the war years and the recent years of our defense preparations, 
additional and more severe burdens are imposed on school districts 
in areas where Federal activities increase rapidly and substantially. 
Many people have shifted their residences to these areas, and their 
children have increased the school populations of the local school 
systems. In these situations the school districts, because of the tax- 
exempt status of the Federal Government, find themselves lacking 
in new revenue sources corresponding to their population increases 
and faced with the necessity of building new schools to take care of 
the increases in school enrollments. Public Law 815, the school- 
construction law, was addressed principally to this type of situation. 
Public Law 874, for operating expenses, provides additional temporary 
Federal assistance on a needs basis in some of these situations. 

Long before the passage of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, 
the Federal Government had to some extent recognized its respon- 
sibility for compensating local school systems for these federally 
imposed burdens, but it has discharged its responsibility in many 
different ways through many different Government agencies. These 
two laws have substituted an orderly and objective system for the 
widely varying, multiageney systems of Federal payments in the 
form of payments-in-lieu-of-taxes, and loans, which preceded their 
enactment. 

The Federal Government is still imposing substantial burdens of 
the character just indicated, on many school districts in the country. 
We estimate that during the fiscal year 1953 there will be some 750,000 
children in 2,300 school districts who either resided on Federal property 
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or resided with a parent employed on F.oderal property, or both, with 
respect to whom payments will be made under Publie Law 874. 
This compares with some 620,000 such children in 1,750 school dis- 
tricts in fiseal 1952, and 442,000 children in 1,180 districts in fiseal 
1951, on which payments were made under that law. 

New school construction needs in federally affected areas, to which 
the Public Law 815 amendments are addressed, are also substantial. 
Increases in federally connected children as a result of increased 
defense activity between June 30, 1952, and June 30, 1954, are esti- 
mated to amount to upwards of 250,009 children, for most of whom 
new school facilities will have to be provided. This 250,000 increase 
in these 2 vears may be roughly compared with the 625,000 increase 
in children in federally impacted areas between June 30, 1939, and 
June 30, 1952, which formed the basis for the entitlements computed 
under Public Law 815. 

The special problems of financing which confront the communities 
which must provide free public education to these children are in 
large measure attributable directly to the Federal Government. 
Public Law 874 and Public Law 815, and the proposals to extend 
and improve these laws, are based on a recognition of the Federal 
Government’s special responsibility to help these communities meet 
these problems. 

Now I should like to turn to a brief explanation of our thinking 
in respect to several major provisions of the two laws. 

Public Law 815 now has two titles; the first authorizing $3 million 
for grants to States for a nationwide school-construction survey 
which is now in process; and the other authorizing Federal payments 
for school construction assistance in federally affected areas, which 
terminated as far as new applications for assistance were concerned 
on June 30 of last year. The proposed amendments to Public Law 
815 would leave these two titles, the first of which, title III, is actually 
a substitute for the present title II. 

The new title II] would authorize Federal payments for construec- 
tion of basic school facilities in school districts which have experienced 
substantial increases during the current and the next fiscal year in 
federally connected children, that is, children whose parents either 
work or live on tax-exempt Federal property, or both, or whose school 
attendance is attributable directly to increases in Federal activities in 
critical defense areas. Thus, the new title IIL takes up, from a time 
standpoint, where title I] of Public Law 815 as now written leaves off, 
since only school enrollments up to June 30, 1952, could be considered 
as a basis for Federal payments under the present title II. 

The proposed amendments would also add another new title—title 
IV—to Public Law 815. The purpose of the new title IV is to correct 
an inequity which has been found to exist in Public Law 815. It 
would authorize payments to help certain school districts which re- 
ceived no assistance under title I] of the law but which provide free 
public education to many children living on federally owned property 
and which are unable, because so much of their tax base is tax exempt, 
to finance urgently needed school facilities. 

The reason these districts received no assistance under title Il was 
because that title required, as a condition to any payment, that a 
school district show an increase in its aggregate school attendance 
since 1939. These districts could not qualify because they experi- 
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enced their increases as a result of Federal activities before 1939. 
They also could not qualify under the proposed new title II] because 
that title, like the old title Il, is based on a showing of increased 
school attendance since a certain recent date, in this case June 30, 
1952. 

Most of the school districts which would qualify under the pro- 
posed new title IV are districts which prior to 1939 enrolled large 
numbers of Indian children living on tax-exempt Indian lands, and 
which have not experienced any appreciable increase in enrollments 
since then. While the Federal Government, through the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, encouraged these districts to accept substantial num- 
bers of Indian children, and has assisted them over the years in 
meeting some of their additional operating expenses, the Govern- 
ment has not, except in a few isolated instances, assisted them in 
meeting the cost of the additional school facilities required to house 
these children. There are a few other school districts with sub- 
stantial numbers of children living on Federal property which sorely 
need, and are unable to provide, school facilities but which can show 
no increase in enrollment since 1939 because the Federal installation 
was established before that date and has not been expanded. 

The proposed amendments to Public Law 874, the law to authorize 
for school operation and maintenance in federally 
affected areas, would extend this law 2 years beyond June 30, 1954, 
the date it now is scheduled to end, and make certain modifications 
in the law. 

In developing these proposals to extend each of these laws—the 
school construction law to June 30, 1954 and the school maintenance 
and operation law to June 30, 1956—the fundamental purposes and 
the basic methods underlying both laws have been preserved. The 
objectivity which characterizes Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 
has been, I think, the key to the almost universal acceptance of these 
laws and of their administration. The proposed amendments, like 
the existing laws, provide objective formulas for determining the 
eligibility of school districts for Federal payments and the amount 
of the payments to be made to them. 

Where the present provisions of Public Law 815 and Public Law 
874 have been modified, the changes have been made with a view 
toward adapting them to present-day conditions, and with a view 
toward improving them ijn the light of experience. Not only have 
changes in the defense picture which have occurred since these two 
laws were originally drawn been taken into account, but also the 
necessity —in view of the present budgetary situation and efforts to 
meet our Federal responsibilities within the framework of a balanced 
budget —of making the most effective use of the Federal appropria- 
tions that can be made available for these programs. I firmly believe 
that the recommended changes in these laws will make them more 
precise instruments for measuring the nature and extent of the special 
responsibility which the Federal Government should recognize and 
discharge in payments to the local educational agencies concerned. 

One of the most significant proposals in the amendments to Public 
Law 815 is the change in the “entitlement” concept. This concept 
gave many the impression that the Federal Government was under 
an obligation to appropriate the full amount necessary to pay each 
school district the maximum amount resulting from application of 
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the Public Law 815 formulas. The proposed amendments still use 
the formula approach to set a ceiling or maximum on the amount any 
school district can receive, but they make it clear that no school 
district has any entitlement in the sense of there being a corresponding 
obligation on Congress to appropriate sufficient funds to pay each 
district the maximum thus computed for it. Instead, the proposed 
amendments contemplate that the Congress will determine each year 
how mucb money it should appropriate in the light of the overall 
budgetary situation and the urgency of the needs of the school districts 
concerned. The formulas and the priority system proposed in the 
draft bill assure an equitable and objective distribution of any appro- 
priation among those school districts having the greatest relative 
need for school facilities and the greatest relative burden imposed as 
a result of Federal property ownership or Federal activities. 

Another significant change proposed in the school construction law, 
Public Law 815, is designed to bring its formulas into harmony with 
the formulas in Public Law 874, the current expense law. This 
requires a reduction from 70 to 45 in the percentage which represents 
the Federal share ef the cost of school facilities for children whose 
parents either live on Federal property or work on Federal property 
but who do not both live and work on Federal property. In the case 
of this category of children—where either the parents’ homes, or their 
places of employment are privately owned and fully taxable by the 
school system—the Federal share should approximate one-half of the 
Federal share to be paid on children of parents whose homes and places 
of employment are both on Federal property and hence tax exempt. 
The theory of this is that business and reisdential property in typical 
communities each seem to bear about one-half the tax burden. If 
a person either lives on or works on taxable property, the Federal 
Government should not be called upon to bear more than half of the 
educational costs involved. 

Public Law 874 now limits the Federal payment to 50 percent, or 
one-half, in the case of these children, while Public Law 815 sets the 
percentage at 70 percent. It is proposed to reduce the Public Law 
815 percentage to 45 percent. ‘The 5 percent difference represents that 
share of the cost of educating Federal children which the local com- 
munity might reasonably be expected to assume in view of the fact 
that it will realize some increase in its normal revenues as a result of 
the establishment of a Federal installation in the neighborhood. 

Another proposed amendment would restrict any potential Federal 
payment to a share of the cost of constructing basic school facilities 
rather than complete school facilities, thus eliminating any possibility 
of Federal participation in the cost of elaborate gymnasiums, audito- 
riums, and the like. In other words, this amendment makes sure 
that the available Federal funds will be used to provide classroom 
space for the maximum number of children. 

Over the country at large school districts will, on the average, experi- 
ence approximately a 10-percent growth in school enrollments during 
the period July 1, 1952, to June 30, 1954. If any school district other- 
wise eligible for Federal payments under the proposed amendments 
does not experience such a 10-percent growth in its nonfederally con- 
nected children, an offsetting reduction would be made in Federal 
payments to that district. In order to make the available appropri- 
ations go as far as possible in alleviating the most urgent needs, it 
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seems reasonable to require school districts in federally impacted areas 
to assume responsibility for at least the nationwide average increase 
in school enro]lments. 

Perhaps the most significant of the changes in Public Law 874 is 
the provision requiring each school district to ‘‘absorb” a number of 
its federally connected children equal to 3 percent of its noufederally 
connected children. Under Public Law 874 as now written a school 
district whose federally connected children number 2.9 percent of its 
total school enrollment, receives no payment whatever under section 3 
of Public Law 874, whereas a district with one-tenth of 1 percent more 
federally connected children would receive Federal payments on all of 
them. The proposed amendments would eliminate any Federal pay- 
ment on the first 3 percent, thus removing the inequity between those 
whose federally connected enrollments are just above the 3 percent 
mark and those who fall just below, while at the same time giving 
recognition to the fact that some benefit inures to communities from 
the carrying on of Federal activities in the area. 

This and other proposed changes in the Public Law 874 formulas 
would serve to limit the Federal payments more closely to situations 
where the number of Federal children is so large in relation to other 
children in the community as to constitute a real burden upon the 
school district. At the same time some new flexibility is proposed in 
the form of discretionary authority to increase the payments in hard- 
ship cases where over 50 percent of the school district’s total attend- 
ance consists of children who live on tax-exempt Federal property, 
and to relax the eligibility and other requirements in unusual cases 
where normal application of the formulas would be inequitable and 
contrary to the purposes of the act. 

A few final words as to the need for prompt action on these proposals. 

Public Law 815, as you know, has already expired for all practical 
purposes. If some resief is to be provided for the substantial school- 
construction burdens which the Federal Government has imposed 
and will impose on many school districts in this and the next fiscal 
year when defense activites reacb their peak, the necessary statutory 
authorization should be provided soon so that appropriations can be 
made and construction commenced as sooo as possible. As previously 
mentioned, there are thousands of children in federally affected areas 
who are even now without basic school facilities, and many more 
will increase the enrollments of the affected areas during the next 
school year. School construction is a time-consuming process at its 
best, and there should be no delay in providing the assistance that 
these school districts need and deserve. 

The case for action this year on the proposed amendments to 
Public Law 874 rests principally on the fact that this law will expire 
next year. The school districts concerned should have some as- 
surance now that Public Law 874 payments will be forthcoming after 
the 1953-54 fiscal year. They need that assurance in order to budget 
soundly for their 1955 and 1956 school years. The Federal Govern- 
ment also needs a firm basis on which to formulate its own 1955 budget 
estimates which the executive branch has already started working on. 

The proposed amendments would make only temporary extensions 
of these two laws. It is possible that the leveling off of defense 
expenditures will obviate future need for the kind of school construc- 
tion legislation represented by Public Law 815. The chief reason for 
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not urging now a permanent extension of Public Law 874 lies in the 
President’s proposal for the establishment of a commission to study 
and report on the whole field of Federal, State, and local responsibili- 
ties and relationships. Bills to establish such a commission are 
already well advanced in the Congress. It would appear untimely 
to make a permanent extension of Public Law 874 in advance of the 
studies and recommendations of this commission. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to appear before your 
committee, 

Chairman McConne.ti. Thank you, Mrs. Hobby. I was rather 
curious as to the reason for the extension of the construction law, 
Publie Law 815, on June 30, 1954, and 874 to June 1956. I realize 
that there is a good reason for the construction one ending before the 
maintenance law, but 1 was wondering about the reason for the 2 
years. 

Secretary Hopny. May I ask Dr. Grigsby to answer the question, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Dr. Griessy. Mr. Chairman, the thought in the case of school 
construction is that since the law expired for all practical purposes on 
June 30, 1952, we have the current year’s increase in school — 
ments in these federally affected areas plus the contemplated « 
expected increases in the next fiscal year to provide for. If this how 
could be passed in the current session, and appropriations to imple- 
ment it could be secured in this session, we would then be well into 
the next fiscal year, the second school year of the program, before 
applications could be secured, processed, and maximum payments 
approved for construction in these districts. 

On the basis it was thought that we would be able to pick up only 
the 2-year program in this law which would meet the expected need 
up to June 30, 1954. There was some difficulty of anticipating be- 
yond that date what might be the need for additional construction 
aid in federally affected areas, particularly in the light of the ex- 
pected leveling off of defense expenditure beyond that date. 

Chairman McConne.u. Yes, I can understand the need of one 
terminating before the other. 1 was thinking more in the light of 
the present laws, one expires on June 30, 1953, and the other one 
June 30, 1954, and 1 admit for practical purposes you might say 
815 expired last year, June 30, 1952. But the actual dates on the 
2 bills are 1 year apart, and now we are making a 2-year difference in 
them. That is why I was wondering about it. 

Dr. Griassy. Well, the extension of Public Law 874, for 2 years, 
rather than for 1 year, I think is based upon the expectation that 
the new commission on intergovernmental relations will not have 
time to have made its report “to Congress and for the Congress to 
consider that report in relation to Public Law 874-type of expenditures, 
in less than the 2-year additional period. That is before what would 
be in all probability the first session of the 84th Congress. 

Chairman McConnetu. On the bottom of page 5, you say it would 
authorize payments to help certain school districts which will receive 
no assistance under title Il of the law, but which provide free public 
education to many children living on federally owned property and 
which are unable because so much of their tax base is tax exempt to 
finance urgently needed school facilities. 
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Now, would you mind being more specific there and name those 
districts? 

Dr. Gricssy. In the main, as indicated, I believe, on the subse- 
quent page of the testimony, this title IV proposal is primarily to 
assist in the construction of needed school facilities inniivine Indian 
children in attendance at public schools. They were precluded from 
receiving such assistance under the present act by reason of the 
growth requirement in the present bill 815 formula provisions. 

Chairman McConne.u. That is because the increase took place 
after or before that date? 

Dr. Griassy. Before 1939 primarily. 

1 believe Mr. Lillywhite has some examples, and we have also 
submitted, as you know, Mr. McConnell, to the subcommittee some 
additional material in folders which set out the estimate of the number 
of these children by States and the probable cost of construction of 
the needed school facilities for them. We can put that into the record 
if you like or read into the record if you prefer. 

Chairman McConne ut. It is not in the record anywhere up to this 
moment. You have submitted nothing. 

Secretary Hopsy. It has been submitted to the committee and I 
would think it would be a good thing to have in the record. 

Chairman McConneuu. Without objection, it will be received in 
the record. 2 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ESTIMATED CosTs OF PROGRAM FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION IN 
FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS (PROPOSED EXTENSION or PuBLic Law 815, 
Sist ConGress), May 7, 19538 


SECTION 305 (AND 309) 


Public Law 815 (Sist Congress) expired on June 30, 1952, for application pur- 
poses. Under the terms of the law, school districts could not submit applications 
and could not make claim for entitlements reflecting increases in attendance due 
to Federal activities which occurred after that date. This date was originally 
established with the expectation that federally caused increases in attendance, 
resulting from Warld War II migrations to defense and other Federal areas and 
school construction needs based thereon would be covered within this 2-year 
period. However, it has since become apparent that the defense impacts occur- 
ring after the Korean outbreak are continuing and will continue at least through 
the fiscal year 1954 to result in federally caused school construction needs in many 
school districts. 

The proposed amendments to Public Law 815 would permit school districts to 
apply for school construction aid for federally caused increases in school member- 
ship occurring between June 30, 1952, and June 30, 1954. The proposal permits 
the school district to estimate these increases on a school membership basis through 
June 30, 1954, so that all children who will be in school at that date and who are 
determined to represent an increase in federally-connected children will be cov- 
ered by the proposed bill. 


Method of determining requirements 

In order to ascertain needs in school districts where Federal activities have 
caused continued in-migration of families and increases in school enrollments, a 
questionnaire was sent to all school districts where such increases were believed 
to have occurred. This questionnaire requested information as to membership 
increases through the 1954 school year, the estimated increases resulting from in- 
migration of defense workers, and the estimated number of school children for 
whom additional school facilities would be required. 

Approximately 1,200 returns were received from these districts, 800 of which 
reported unhoused school children caused by in-migration due to defense activi- 
ties. The districts reported an estimated total school membership increase of 
521,705 in the 2 years of which an estimated 252,021 were in-migrant school 
children of defense workers and military personnel and an estimated 231,099 
would be unhoused (exhibit A). 
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Analysis of reported data in relation to proposed legislation 


In order to place the data reported on a basis consistent with the proposed 
provisions of Public Law 815, the data reported were subject to the following 
analysis: 

First: It was estimated from these data that the total number of children who 
would be counted under the present provisions of Public Law 815, that is, the 
increase in the number of federally connected children would be 360,000 or 
two-thirds of the total increase in school membership for the school districts. 
This figure represents an increase over the in-migrant estimate of 252,000 since 
the latter does not account for increases resulting from birth rate growth in school 
enrollment of the present defense connected formulas, and increased employment, 
on Federal properties not resulting from in-migration. 

Second: The proposed bill limits the number of children who may be counted 
toward a district’s maximum authorization to the increase in the number of 
federally connected children in excess of 10 percent of the non-Federal children. 
This in effect requires a normal absorption of 5 percent in each vear to take account 
of increases occurring in the non-Federal school population due to normal birth 
rate factors. 

Third: The proposed bill restricts the children who may be counted under 
section 305 (a) (3) formerly section 202 (e), to children of parents who have come 
into the school district as a direct result of Federal activities in critical defense 
areas which eliminates children previously counted as having only an indirect 
relationship to Federal activities to all federally impacted school districts. 

Fourth: The net increase in school membership resulting fram Federal activities 
of 231,000 children was allocated among the three subsection categories of section 
305 on the percentage basis shown under Publie Law 815 for comparable categories 
adjusted to account for the changes outlined above as to children not counted 
under the new formula. 

Fifth: The number of children in each of these categories is multiplied by the 
average cost of building minimum school facilities ($1,000 per child) at the 
percentage rate of such cost which the applicable subdivision provides, i. e., 95 
percent, 45 percent, and 45 percent, respectively, for the three categories of children 
mentioned above. 

Finally: The actual project costs which would be paid to any school district 
under the proposed bill would be further limited to the number of children for 
whom additional school facilities were actually required, when this figure was less 
than the limitations outlined. 


Comparison with entitlements and costs as computed under existing provisions of 
Public Law 815 
In order that the committee may evaluate the costs of the proposed bill in rela- 
tion to costs which would be incurred for these same projects under the present 
Public Law 815 formula, a cost comparison on this basis has been made (exhibit 
B). This comparison necessitates some adjustments in the pupil and cost data 
on which entitlements and payments would be based under the two formulas. 


Comparison of pupils counted 


It has been mentioned that the total federally caused school membership in- 
creases in the two year period would amount to 360,000 children, as such children 
are now counted. This figure would be subject to two limitations under the new 
formula which would result in the following changes: (1) The new formula limits 
the increase in Federal children that may be counted under section 305 to the 
amount in excess of 10 percent of the non-Federal school membership of June 1952, 
which is estimated to require all districts to absorb a total of 96,000 of the total 
360,000 in federally connected school membership increase; and (2) the new 
formula would not permit school districts to claim approval for children who enter 
the school district indirectly, as a result of Federal activities (so-called community 
service employees) which would reduce the total group counted by another 

The net inerease in school membership that could be claimed under the new 
formula would be 231,000 children. These would fall into the following groupings: 


305 (a) (1)--_-_- 18,480 (8 percent of total) children of parents who live on 
and work on Federal property. 

305 (a) (2)_..__. 175,560 (76 percent of total) children of parents who live on 
or work on Federal property. 

305 (a) (3)... 39,960 (16 percent of total) children of parents who came 


into district as a direct result of Federal activity 
(not on Federal property). 


Total____ 231, 000 
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Under the present Publie Law 815 formula all 360,000 children would be eligible 
for entitlement, but this would be computed on the basis of average daily attend- 
ance rather than school membership which would result in a 10-percent reduction 
in children counted in all categories. According to past experience the following 
distribution of children for entitlement purposes would be obtained: 


Boe (6) cecciec. 28,512 (8.8 percent of total) children of parents who live on 
and work on Federal property. 

<a ee 205,416 (63.4 percent of total) children of parents who live 
on or work on Federal property. 

- 8) eee 90,072 (27.8 percent of total) children of parents who came 


into district because of Federal activity (but not 
on Federal property.) 


Total___. 324, 000 


Thus it ean be seen that the new formula results in a reduction of 30 percent 
in the total number of children that would otherwise be counted toward the school 
district’s maximum authorization. 


Rate per child 

Public Law 815 now provides that the school district shall receive an entitle- 
ment for children who are counted under the various subsections of section 202 
at a rate which represents the average cost per child of constructing complete 
school facilities in the State. This rate is computed for each subsection at 95 
percent of the average cost, 70 percent of the average cost, and 45 percent of the 
average cost for subsections 202 (a), 202 (b), and 202 (ce), respectively. The 
average cost in the Nation for construction of complete school facilities is $1,400. 
This would result in rates of $1,330, $980 and $630 for subsections 202 (a), 202 (b), 
and 202 (c), respectively. 

Under the revised formula the rate per child would be computed on the basis 
of the State average cost of constructing minimum school facilities which for the 
Nation as a whole is figured to be $1,000. This difference in rate reflects pri- 
marily a reduction in the average square footage per child by the use of multi- 
purpose rooms rather than special purpose rooms for gymnasiums, auditoriums, 
music, and purposes other than regular classroom instruction. This difference 
also reflects the deletion of certain items of equipment which are designed for 
modern school operation, but which are not essential for minimum educational 
purposes. This would include such items as complete gymnasium, auditorium, 
and playground equipment, intereommunication systems, ete. 

The new formula also contains a reduction in the percentage rate per child 
for children in the new section 305 (a) (2) from 70 to 45 pereent. These are 
children of parents who live or work on Federal property. The basis of the 
reduction is that of making the Public Law 815 formula consistent with that 
contained in Public Law 874 where the Federal Government assumes one-half 
the responsibility for financing schools because of the removal from the tax rolls 
of one-half of the customary tax base in the community. 

The average rates derived under the 3 new subsections of section 305 (a) are 
$950, $450, and $450, respectively, which represents a reduction of 29 percent, 
54 percent, and 20 percent, respectively, from the rates which would be used for 
entitlement purposes under the present formula in Public Law 815. 


Reduction in net entitlement 

Under the present Public Law 815 formula it is estimated that the total entitle- 
ments for all school districts would approximate $295,974,000. Under the new 
formula in Public Law 815, the district would not receive an entitlement in the 
sense of an amount to which the district had a potential claim regardless of its 
actual needs for school buildings. Under the new law the district would receive 
a maximum authorization which would, in effect, represent an account which 
would be computed for the district based on the number of children who were 
found to be eligible and which would be used as an upper limitation on the amount 
a district could receive, but not necessarily an amount which the Federal Govern- 
ment would owe the school district. The total amounts computed on this basis 
would be approximately $113,190,000. Compared with the entitlements com- 
puted under the existing formula the new formula would result in a reduction of 
62 percent in the total potential cost of the program. 


Actual construction costs for approved projects 
In order to make a comparison of the actual cost of construction under the two 


programs, since school districts have actually received payments only on approved 
construction projects under Public Law 815, another computation is necessary. 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 61 


Regulations which have had to be adopted under the existing Publie Law 815 
program because of the fact that appropriations have never been sufficient to pay 
all entitlements have resulted in two additional limitations on the amounts the dis- 
tricts would receive. These limitations now provide that the Federal Govern- 
ment will finance the cost only for minimum school facilities and further provide 
that the district shall receive payment only for unhoused school children (which 
are not to exceed the total number of Federal children for which the district has an 
entitlement). On this basis it is estimated under the existing formula that the 
actual project cost under Public Law 815 would approximate $217 million. 

The proposed revision in Public Law 815 likewise limits the actual project cost 
to the number of unhoused school children (the limitation to minimum school 
facilities is already contained in the maximum authorization). This additional 
limitation based on the amount of funds that a district actually could receive for 
construction purposes is estimated to reduce the cost to about 5100 million which 
represents an estimated 54 percent reduction in the actual project costs which 
would be paid under the existing Public Law 815 formula and regulations adopted 
under the law. 

SECTION 310 


Public Law 815 now contains (in sec. 204) authorization for the construction 
of schools on Federal property where no State or local tax revenues are available 
to build these needed facilities for Federal children. Likewise the proposed 
amendments to Public Law 815 would contain in section 310 authorization to 
build minimum school facilities on Federal property for children residing on 
Federal property on June 30, 1954, 

Thus far $43,380,000 has been sct aside for school construction projects under 
section 204. It is estimated that an additional $10 million will be required to 
construct such additional schools as will be required through June 1954. The 
following data on Army, Navy, and Air Force requirements is listed in explanation 
of this estimate. 


| 

| Housing Cost of mini- 
Department units under c rae = | mum school 

development facilities 

1, 860 1, 302 | 1, 432, 000 


12, 218, 010 


Estimated requirements, with allowance for elimination of some projects, $10,000,000. 

Average costs of minimum school facilities are estimated at $1,100 per pupil 
under this section as compared with $1,000 under section 305 because of increased 
costs to the Federal Government resulting from construction supervision, more 
inaccessible location of Federal projects, and because all equipment costs are 
borne by the Federal Government for these projects while many local school 
districts provide desks, chairs, and other items from stock without charge to the 
Federal Government under section 305 projects. 


Requirements for new title IV to Public Law 815 (see exhibit C) 

Title IV of Public Law 815 is designed to provide Federal funds for school 
construction in those districts where Vederal activities have caused financial 
hardship preventing the districts from constructing adequate facilities to house 
federally connected pupils. This title does not require a growth in school popula- 
tion for eligibility. Most of the districts affected by this title will be those having 
large Indian populations, many of whom are now without any schoo! facilities. 

In order to appraise the needs for school construction in those States having 
Indian reservations within their borders, the State of Arizona Department of 
Public Instruction undertook a survey covering some 15 States. These States 
were asked to report the numbers of children living on Federal property, those 
having school facilities, those needing such facilities, and the cost of additional 
facilities. Seven States (Arizona, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, New 
Mexico, and Wisconsin) reported a total of $20,885,430 as representing immediate 
needs to house children on reservations. Federal funds required would approxi- 
mate $19,500,000. It is expected that several additional States, notably Cali- 
fornia, Oklahoma, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Washington will have 
need for such funds once a survey of Indian needs in those States has been made. 

The costs of providing facilities for Indian children on reservations is higher 
than that experienced for other districts because of the additional separate facili- 
ties (power, water, housing, ete.) that must be provided in remote Indian areas, 
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There are in addition a few school districts in the United States which have 
been unable to qualify for Public Law 815 funds because of a lack of growth 
in school population, but who have suffered undue financial strain because of 
Federal activities (non-Indian) and who would be eligible under title IV. 

Total requirements for the most urgent needs under this title are expected to 
approximate $20 million. 
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Appropriation request (exhibit D) 

The initial appropriation request of $94 million covers about 60 percent of 
the estimated requirements for sections 305 and 309 and 100 percent of estimated 
requirements for section 310 and title IV. Section 310 requirements must be 
met first under the terms of the proposed bill and title IV provides only 1 year 
for appropriation. Sections 305 and 309 requirements may be met out of 1955 
appropriations as well as from 1954 funds. By that time sufficient experience 
will have been gained fully to assess total requirements under the proposed 
legislation. 


Exursit A.—Scuoor ConstRuctTION IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS 


The estimated increase in membership, pupil in-migrants and number of unhoused 
pupils from June 1952 to June 1954, and the per pupil cost of minimum facilities 
and total funds required to provide minimum facilities 


Increase Pupil in- | Number of | Per pupil cost 
State member- | migrants | unhoused | of minimum —— 
ship 1954 1954 pupils facilities 4q 

Alabama. -----. 14, 073 8,7: &, 409 $650 $5, 465, 850 
16, 527 9, 451 8, 752 780 6, 826, 560 
5, 204 6, 278 5, 494 680 3, 735, 920 
onl 88, 158 36, 528 33, 318 1,170 38, 982, 060 
Colorado... 23, 269 7,498 7, 136 960 6, 850, 560 
Connecticut. _- 9, 07 3, 668 | 3, 541 1, 235 4, 373, 135 
1, 231 914 705 1,170 824, 850 
Florida... 21, 546 6, 226 | 6, 016 650 3, 910, 400 
31, 355 12, 607 | 12, 592 680 8, 562, 560 
| 2,614 | 2, O80 1, 702 715 1, 216, 930 
| ee > eae) 3, 587 | 3, 279 3, 192 1, 140 3, 638, 880 
14, 385 5, 184 5, 004 945 4, 728, 780 
| 1, 360 914 803 845 678, 535 
Kansas | 2,175 5, 833 5, 539 880 4, 874, 320 
6,081 3, 986 3, 863 780 | 3, 013, 140 
| 7, 986 3,417 3, 032 7 2, 364, 960 
3, 661 1, 589 1, 040 1, 652, 560 
24, 545 12, 496, 11, 432 1, 070 12, 232, 240 
Ee ree | 416 250 | 90 1,040 93, 6 
11, 886 3,429 2, 945 1,070 3, 151, 150 
Ea ere 4, 364 728 644 910 586, 
Mississippi_____- 4, 578 3,241 | 3, 183 680 2, 164, 440 
11, 649 4, 540 | 4, 105 845 3, 468, 725 
3, 510 1, 570 | 1, 186 910 1, 079, 260 
2, 032 1, 568 1, 348 S80 1, 186, 240 
Nevada 6, 132 3, 255 | 3, 096 1,040 3, 219, 840 
New Hampehire.................- 2, 244 1, 289 1, 250 1,040 1. 300, 000 
New Jersey 7, 436 2, 571 1, 996 , 040 2. 075, 840 
New Mexico 4, 686. 2, 966 2, 670 815 2, 176. 050 
New York 2, 271 1,176 1, 081 1, 300 1, 405, 300 
North Carolina.._.......-.- 5, 439 3,449 3,314 680 2, 253, 520 
North Dakota 1,114 33 910 
Ohio 34,116 15, 311 14, 573 1,140 16, 613, 220 
Oklahoma. 6, 624 4, 301 3, 871 7 3, 019, 380 
Oregon , 168 1, 577 1,419 S45 1, 199, 055 
Pennsylvania. _______-- 7, 76 4, 289 4,114 1,170 4, 813, 380 
Rhode Island lard 1, 461 618 521 1,070 57, 470 
South Carolina. 13, 455 6, 496 5, 194 680 3, 531, 920 
South Dakota 2, 387 1, 387 | 714 845 603, 330 
‘Tennessee 9,474 3, 106 3, 008 780 2, 346, 240 
27, 926 18, 392 | 16, 558 780 12, 915, 240 
Utah 5, 828 | 2, 389 | 2, 253 945 2, 129, 085 
Vermont 1,040 
Virginia 19, 724 12, 732 | 11,110 1, 100 12, 221, 000 
Washington inbtitkicdebcstoete 19, 782 12, 543 | 11, 289 | 975 11, 006, 775 
Wisconsin 1, 697 789 | 691 975 673, 725 
4, 018 1,915 | 1, 799 | 1, 950 3, 508, 050 
9,199 4, 926 47 845 | 3,971,500 
489 489 258 | 650 | 167, 700 

| 621,705 | 282,021 | 281,000 |......... 217, 360, 315 
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Exuisit B.—ComPaRIson oF SCHOOL CoNsTRUCTION Costs UNpER PROPOSED 
FoRMULA IN RELATION TO ENTITLEMENTS AND Costs UNDER PRESENT For- 
MULA IN Pusiic Law 815 Sec. 310 anp New IV) 


1. Entitlements as computed under present law for increases in member- 
ship from June 30, 1952, to June 30, 1954: 
Estimated increase in membership of federally connected chil- 


adren......- 360, 000 
Average daily attendance (90 percent) 324, 000 
Entitlements 
Average daily 
» | 
Section | Rate (complete facilities) Amount 
dren 
28,512 | $1,330 (¥5 percent of $1,400) $347, 920, 960 
205,416 $980 (70 percent of $1,400) 201, 307, 680 
202 (¢) Pees acon 90, 072 | $630 (45 percent of $1,400) - 56, 745, 360 
Project costs.—Limiting project costs to minimum school facilities for unhoused 
school children in this category would reduce costs to $217,000,000. 
2. Amounts authorized by section of proposed bill and costs of school 
facilities for unhoused school children: 
Estimated increase in membership of federally connected 
Less absorption of 10 percent of non-Federal children __ _ —96, 000 
Less reduction for indirect federally connected children. ~ 33, 000 
Net increase in federally connected membership. __- _ 231, 000 
Maximum authorization 
| Membership 
Section of Federal Rate (minimum facilities) Amount 
children 
| 
18, 480 | $950 (95 percent of $1,000) - $17, 556, 000 
175, 560 | $450 (45 percent of $1,000) 79, 002, 000 
39, 960 | $450 (45 percent of $1,000) 16, 632, 000 


Project costs —Limiting project costs to minimum facilities for unhoused school 
children will reduce costs to $100,000,000. 
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Exursir C.—Estimatep Costs or Scuoot Construction IN SEVEN States 
Reporting InpIAN CHILDREN REQUIRING ADDITIONAL SCHOOL FACILITIES, 


Apr. 2, 1953 


j | 
| Membership and census not in 
requiring | Total funds er pup 
State | additional required ! cost 
Member- | re facilities | 
ship | Census | Total | | 
Total... 19, 852 | 14, 592 | 34, 444 16, 451 | $20, 885, 430 $1, 270 
Arizona...__- 4, 669 3, 349 | 8, O18 5, 614, 000 1, 717 
748 15 763 | 569, 430 1, 026 
Minnesota-_-- 453 | 0 | 453 | 675, 000 1, 490 
Montana. - . 4, 375 | 566 | 4, 941 2, 284, 000 1,095 
Nevada 627 | 0 | 627 | 630, 000 1, 448 
New Mexico..___- 8, 290 | 10, 662 18, 952 8, 963 10, 074, 000 1,124 
690 0 | 690 690 | 000 1, 506 
1 Federal costs for these States would be approximately $19,500,000. 
Exuisir D.—Proposep AMENDMENTS TO PuBLiic Law 815, May 8, 1953 


Summary of requirements and proposed appropriation requests 


Title and section 


Total requirements) Initial 1954 request 


Title 
Secs. 305 and 309-.............- 


$100, 000, 000 $64, 000, 000 
10, 000, 000 | 10, 000, 000 
110, 000, 000 | 74, 000, 000 
20, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 


130, 000, 000 | 


94, 000, 000 
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EXPLANATION OF PRoposED CHANGES IN Pusiic Law 874 PROvISIONS AND 
Errectrs oN Estimatrep Costs, ApriL 27, 1953 


In order to evaluate the proposed changes to Public Law 874 in terms of their 
effects on estimated costs, we have taken as a base figure the latest revised 
estimate of entitlements for the fiscal year 1954 under the present provisions of 
Public Law 874. This estimate amounts to $72,818,620 (see exhibit A) exclu- 
sive of the amount required to pay entitlements authorized by Public Law 11 
(Second Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1953) for children whose parents 
cross State lines to work for the Defense Department on Federal property (ex- 
cluding the District of Columbia). This item is not included in the base estimate 
because an alternative provision is contained in proposals for revising Pub- 
lic Law 874. 

This statement does not attempt to repeat the complete discussion and reasons 
for proposed changes contained in the transmittal letter to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the section-by-section analysis transmitted with 
the proposed bill. Rather, the statement is intended to provide a brief explana- 
tion of the major changes and indicate their effects on the estimated costs of 
the revised Publie Law 874 in 1954. The changes are discussed in the serial 
order by which revised estimates of costs were derived, by section of Public 
Law 874. 

1. Elimination of payments under section 2 

These payments were authorized in the original law through the fiscal year 
1954 to aid districts in adjusting to new Federal property acquisitions which 
placed an undue financial burden on the school districts. Under the proposed 
bill these payments will be permitted to expire at the end of fiscal year 1954 as 
originally intended and, therefore, will not affect the estimated costs during 1954. 


2. Provision to pay current year section 3 entitlements on the basis of previous year’s 
atlendance data 

Payments under section 3 to districts having children whose parents live on or 
work on Federal property (or both) are now based on estimated attendance for 
the current school year, adjusted to final data reported after the close of the 
school vear. The proposal to base section 3 of entitlements on the previous 
year’s attendance data will have administrative advantages for both the Federal 
Government and the local agency in that entitlements can be more readily 
determined early in the school vear and budgets firmly established on the basis 
of actual rather than estimated data, 

The change, of course, will reduce entitlements in fiscal year 1954 by elimina- 
tion of the increases in section 3 children over 1953. The effect of this change 
on 1954 costs is shown below: 


Estimated attendance | 


Difference 1954 rate Amount 
1953 1954 | 
90, 600 99, 660 0,060 | $1, 300, 000 
--| 658, 250 789, 900 131, 650 | 63. 00 &, 290, 000 


This reduction represents a 15 percent cut in the revised section 3 entitlement 
estimates for fiseal year 1954. 


3. Requirement that districts absorb from their section 3 attendance 3 percent of the 
non-Federal attendance in the school district 

Public Law 874 now specifies that for eligibility under section 3 (a) or 3 (b) 
a district must have at least 3 percent of its attendance from children of parents 
who live on or work on Federal property (or both). In the ease of “large city” 
school distriets which had a total average daily attendance of 35,000 or more in 
1939, the comparable eligibility requirement is 6 percent of total attendance, 
and the district must absorb the first 3 percent of its attendance from section 
3 (a) and from section 3 (b) children. 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 69 


The new proposal would replace these eligibility requirements with a so-called 
absorption formula. This formula would reduce the number of children counted 
under section 3 (a) or 3 (b) by 3 percent of the total non-Federal attendance. 
No special requirement would be applied against the large city distriets under 
this proposal. 

This formula would require that all districts (rather than only those that fail 
to become eligible) absorb what is considered to be a nominal addition to its 
school enrollments as a result of Federal activities. The reduction diminishes 
in severity as the size of the Federal school population increases since the per- 
centage is applied only to the non-Federal portion of the school population, 

The so-called large city districts would tend to benefit from the change sinee 
the — restriction effectively eliminates all but five eities in this category in 
the Nation from any payment under Public Law 874 and none of these distriets 
is now able to qualify under section 3 (a) for the full loeal contribution rate per 
ehild. 

A sample study showed that on the average, school districts would ineur redue- 
tions of 27.5 percent in their section 3 (a) and 3 (b) entitlements under the proposed 
absorption formula. Allowance is made in the estimate for the provision contained 
in the proposed bill which would permit waiver of the absorption requirement in 
any case when the Commissioner determines that such absorption would defeat 
the purposes of Public Law 874. A net reduction of 25 percent is computed as 
follows: 


Item No. 2 


Estimate, Revised 


1954 reduction estimate 
— — 
$14, 400, 000 | $1, 300,000! — $13, 100, 000 
49, 763, 000 8, 290, 000 | 41, 473, 000 
| 573, 000 


4. Elimination of the section 3 (e) payments for 1-year lag in the receipt of State aid 
for new section 8 pupils 

Most States make their State-aid payments to a district on the basis of the 
previous year’s average daily attendance. Adoption of this principle by the Fed- 
eral Government for Public Law 874 purposes would eliminate comple tely the 
Federal payments now made for new section 3 pupils when there is a l-year lag 
in the receipt of State-aid payments. The amount estimated for this section in 
1954 was $4,220,000. 

This reduction amounts to a 6.6 percent cut in estimated section 3 costs as 
revised. 
5. Permits districts lo count children of servicemen overseas under section 3 (a) when 

such children live on Federal property 

Children in this category are now paid for under section 3 (b) only. This works 
a hardship on the district since no change in tax resources occurs by virtue of the 
transfer of a serviceman from a military base in the States to an overseas assign- 
ment, yet the payment for the child living on Federal property is reduced by one- 
half. If the requirement is removed, that parent servicemen work on Federal 
property in the United States, these children will become eligible for full payment 
under section 3 (a). No exact count of such children is available and an estimate 
of 5,000 is made at half the projected section 3 (a) local contribution rate in 1954. 


5,000 X 72.25 = $361,250 


This change amounts to a 0.5 percent increase in revised section 3 estimated 
costs. 


6. Permit districts to count children of parents who cross State lines to work on 
Federal property within reasonable commuting distance of the school distric 

This change is designed to cover about 12 locations in the United States where 

Federal installations close to State lines attract large numbers of workers who live 
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in a neighboring State thereby depriving the school district educating the children 
of such workers of payments under Public Law 874. A provision similar to this 
proposal was included in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1953 
(Public Law 11) but restricted such payments to workers of the Defense Depart- 
ment and excluded persons who work in the District of Columbia from being 
counted. The provision thereby works inequities against several communities, 
such as those having atomic energy installations bordering State lines, and is 
particularly discriminatory against communities bordering the District of Co- 
lumbia. The requirement that parents work for the Department of Defense has 
also created difficulties in that some arsenals and other depots are wholly or partly 
operated by private contractors who pay the employees working on Federal prop- 
erty, thereby resulting in the children not being eligible under the amendment in 
Publie Law 11. 

The estimated costs of the proposed amendment are $1,500,000 which would 
represent a 2.3 percent increase in revised section 3 costs. 


7. Inclusion of Guam and Wake Island as ‘“‘States’’ under the definitions in section 9, 
Public Law 874 

There are some 2,025 children on Guam whose parents live and work on Federal 

roperty and 2,500 additional children whose parents work on Federal property. 
These children all attend local public schools which are supported in part by 
Federal income-tax rebates to Gaum as local revenue. Appilecation of the new 
absorption formula to this school population would reduce the number of pupils 
paid on a full rate to 3,073. The current expenditure per pupil in average daily 
attendance is about $150. 

The estimated cost of this amendment is shown below: 


Guam, total average daily attendance________-___-___---_---__-_-- 10, 000 
Average daily attendance sec. 3 (a)____-_------------------- eae 2, 025 
One-half average daily attendance sec. 3 (b)__--_----.--_---------- 1, 250 
Non-Federal average daily 6, 725 
Net sec. 3 average daily attendance. ___._......-.......--.-.---- 3, 073 


8. Inclusion of Indian children under section 3, Public Law 874 

Public Law 874 was originally written so as to exclude from eligibility those 
public school districts who educated Indian children for which the district received 
or was eligible to receive payments for such children under the Johnson-O’ Malley 
Act. This in effect has excluded all but a small fraction of the Indian children 
who would otherwise qualify under Public Law 874. 

The proposed change in Public Law 874 would make Indian children eligible 
under sections 3 (a) and 3 (b) to the extent that they meet the test of having 
parents who live on or work on Federal property. This change is in accordance 
with national policy to incorporate the Indian population into the normal patterns 
of American life. A further liberalization is included in the case of Indian parents 
who lived on Federal property and were not employed off Federal property (or 
in effect unemployed) wherein the child would be counted as eligible under section 
3 (a). Payments under these sections would not affect any special extraeduca- 
tional payments made to school districts for Indian children under the Johnson- 
O’ Malley Act or children educated in federally operated Indian schools. 

The provision is designed to become effective in the fiscal year 1955 so it would 
not affect fiscal year 1954 payments. In 1955 it is estimated that an additional 
cost of about $2,500,000 will be added to Public Law 874 payments which would 
be offset to some extent by a slightly smaller amout required for Johnson-O’ Malley 
payments. 
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9. Change in eligibility requirements under section 4 (a) 

Section 4 (a) of Public Law 874 is designed to give speical assistance to school 
districts which experience a sudden and substantial increase in school attendance 
as a result of Federal activities and thereby have incurred an undue financial 
burden. Children counted under section 3 cannot be counted under section 
4 (a). The law now requires the district to have a 10 percent increase in such 
attendance over the average of the previous 3 years. That is, if since the fiscal 
year 1950 the district experiences a growth of school population over the period 
1951-53 for which the Federal Government is responsible, directly or indirectly, 
which in average daily attendance totals 10 percent of the average attendance 
for the previous 3 years, the district may be eligible for payment under section 4 (a). 

The proposed change would require a 5-percent increase in the current vear 
over the previous year, counting current year increases in section 3 children 
plus additional children who came into the district in the current vear as a direct 
result of Federal activities. The latter group would be included only in critical 
defense areas. This change is deemed to be more equitable to those districts having 
sudden increases and particularly where such inereases represent children of 
parents who live on or work on Federal property (or both). The change in 
. ~ percentage requirements to 5 percent over the previous year from LO percent 

over the previous 3 years is not in itself a liberalizing factor (in fact, in many 
| cases it will be a more difficult requirement) but inclusion of section 3 increases 
will assist districts in achieving eligibility. 

The inclusion of section 3 current year attendance increases is justified by the 
° - fact that section 3 payments will be based on prior year attendance and also the 
section 3 (e) payments for the 1 year lag in State aid are being eliminated. 

It is not possible to predict accurately the number of districts that will qualify, 
and the amount of payments that will be made under this change. However, it 
may be assumed that about one-third of the amount of districts will lose by 
virtue of the use of previous year attendance for sections 3 (a) and 3 (b) and 
the elimination of section 3 (e) payments will be reflected in the increase in section 
4 (a) costs. This would add about $5 million to the earlier estimate of $4 million 
for this section. 


10. Elimination of payments under section 4 (b) 

Payments under this section of Public Law 874 were designed to assist school 
districts in making adjustments to substantial increases in school attendance 
caused by Federal activities during the fiscal years 1939 through 1950, when such 
increases caused an undue financial burden on the district. These payments were 
intended to cease at the end of fiscal vear 1954 under the terms of the original act. 
They will expire under the proposed amendments at the end of 1954 so that no 
saving occurs in fiscal year 1954. 

SUMMARY 


The net effect of all proposed changes would be to reduce entitlements under 
all sections from an estimated $72,818,620 to $52,637,870 or a percentage reduction 
of 27.7 percent in 1954. Excluding those proposed changes which will extend 
coverage of the law to new districts or children, the overall reduction to districts 
now eligible will be about 30.5 percent from entitlements estimated for 1954. 


Item (numbered above) |Reductions, Item (numbered above) | Increase 

2. Use of previous year average daily $9, 590, 000 | 5. Children of servicemen overseas___- $362, 500 

= pr | | 6. Parents crossing State 1, 500, 000 
13, 643, 250 | 7. Guam ened Waele: | 500, 000 

4. Sec. 3 (e) payments... | 5, 000, 000 

| 27, 543, 250 | | 7,362, 500 

| 

— 


Revised catimate (amendments). 52, 637, 870 


PRopos—ED AMENDMENT To Pusiic Law 874, Apr. 2, 1953 
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Summary of changes in estimated 1954 entitlements by section of Public Law 874 


Eligible applicants 


| 
Percent 
Section Change | Amount by section 
Bee. 3..... Revised 1954 budget estimate (net) 63, 373, 620 
Use of previous year average daily attendance _- Re —-9, —9, 590, 000 
Absorption, 3 percent non-Federal average daily attendance.___- —13, 643, 250 
Elimination of sec. 3 (e) payment _- | — 4, 220, 000 
Cc a n living on Federal property with parent overseas in Armed | +362, 500 
orces, 
Parents crossing State lines to work on Federal property--.-...---- +1, 500, 000 
Change in eligibility requirements... +5, 000, 000 
and 8 | 
(a). 
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Summary of changes in estimated 1954 entttlements by section of Public Law 874 


Percent 
Section Change | Amount by section 
| 
Use of previous year average daily attendance. 
Absorption, 3 percent non-Federal average daily attendance.___- | 
Elimination of sec. 3 (e) payment | — 4, 220, 000 
Children living on Federal property with parent overseas in Armed | +362, 500 
Forces. 
Parents crossing State lines to work on Federal property.------.-- | +1, 500, 000 
Sec. 4 (a)_.| Revised 1954 budget estimate 000, 000 
Change in eligibility requirements +5, 000, 000 
and 8 | 
otal Pevised estimate. 52, 637, 870 | 100 
| 2, 340 
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Exuipitr B—Data on ABSORPTION FORMULA, AMENDMENTS TO PuBLIC Law 
S874, BY Srare, 29, 1953—-ExpLANATION OF METHODS OF STUDY AND 
OveRALL Errect oF ‘ABSORPTION’? FORMULA ON SECTION 3 ENTITLEMENTS 


This table gives an estimate of the effect on 1952 Public Law 874 section 3 
entitlements of the application of a 3 percent ‘‘absorption’’ of the non-Federal 
school population as a deduction from section 3 children. 

Under the proposed amendments, districts would be required to deduct from 
the Federal children counted for entitlement purposes, a number equal to 3 
percent of the non-Federal children in the district. Included as Federal children 
would be all those receiving aid under section 3 (a) but only one-half of those aided 
under section 3 (b). It is assumed that the absorptive capacity of a district in 
relation to Federal children is based on the size of the non-Federal population. 
Thus a distriet with a small Federal population and a relatively large non-Federal 
population would receive a greater reduction in its entitlement than the same 
size district which had a larger Federal population. 

For the purpose of determining the effect of this provison on section 3 en- 
titlements a sample study was made. The sample was drawn by selecting every 
fifth district which had an entitlement in 1952. In those States where this 
procedure would not vield 5 cases, sampling was continued until 5 cases had been 
drawn. Sometimes this represented 100 percent of the eligible school districts 
in a State. The overall sample represents 25 percent of all eligible districts in 
1952. 

Estimated State entitlements were calculated in the following manner: The 
Federal children (8a+148b) were subtracted from the total average daily at- 
tendance of each district to obtain the non-Federal average daily attendance. 
To estimate the percent reduction that might be expected in a particular State 
by application of the absorption factor the sum of the Federal children in the 
sample districts was divided into the sum of the children to be absorbed in those 
districts. The total Federal children in a State was then reduced by this per- 
centage and the resulting numbers were multiplied by the average local con- 
tribution rate to obtain estimates of the amount of entitlement after absorption. 

It will be observed that application of the absorption factor reduces the total 
entitlement by 27.5 percent. Differences are noted when the figures for individual 
States are examined. In every instance there is a decrease from the original 
entitlement. This decrease ranges from 93.0 percent for West Virginia to 2.6 
percent for South Dakota. Variation in the percent decrease is primarily due 
to the action of the absorption factor which tends to produce a greater reduction 
in areas where the proportion of non-Federal children is high, or the Federal chil- 
dren are mostly 3 (b) children. These statewide averages would not, of course, 
apply evenly to all districts in a State. 

States which would receive a decrease of entitlement of less than 15 percent 
are Iowa, Kansas, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, South Dakota, and Utah. A 
reduction of more than 50 percent would result in Connecticut, Indiana, Louisiana, 
New York, North Dakota, Vermont, and West Virginia. Ten percent of the 
school districts would lose all entitlement under section 3 according to this study, 
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Analysis of effect of application of 3-percent absorption of non-Federal ADA to 
Public Law 874, sec. 3 entitlements, 1952, by States, May 5, 1953 


Number | 


| children Nusiber 

| see. 3 | children | Average Amount ofen-| 
State average after 3-  localcon- titlement with trom 1982 

| daily at- | percent tribution 3-percent ab- 

(8a+3b) 2 entitle- 

tendance | absorp- rate ¢ sorption : 
| tion ment 
3b) 
(1) (2) } (3) | (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Se $38, 076, 392. 38 337, 967 242, 659 $112.66 $27, 611, 030. 41 | 27.% 
76, 094. 31 9, 281 | 6, 487 51. 30 | 30.1 
Arizona... 602. 75 2,317} 1,807 | 145.71 22.0 
| 928. 85 4,657 | 2, 594 71.70 44.3 
10, 299, 216.86 | 80,387 | 60, 371 128. 12 7 24.9 
Colorado 1, 065, 190. 43 6, 359 | 4, 305 167. 51 4 | 32.3 
Connecticut - - SS 882, 726. 92 | 4, 421 | 1, 631 199. 67 325, 661. 77 | 3.1 

Florida gal 651, 465, 23 9, 378 5, 195 69. 47 360, 896. 65 | 44.6 
898, 401. 47 | 11, 997 7, 618 74. 89 570, 512. 02 | 36.5 
| 207,865.71 | 1, 754 1,058 | 118.51 | 383. 58 | 39.7 
3, 903 2,595 | 244.24 633, 802. 80 | 33.5 
4, 299 1,793 | 107.28 | 192, 263.39 | 58.3 
| 5 | 1, 284 1, 108 | 129. 37 | 142, 695. 11 | 14.1 
| 12142} 10,345 | 169.77 | 1, 756,270. 65 | 14.8 
9) 6,834) 4,545 | 105.64 | 480, 133. 80 | 33.5 
pS RE SEM eee 3, 035 1, 505 40. 22 | 60, 531.10 | 50.4 
| Sea 2, 400 1,718 117. 75 | 202, 294. 50 28.4 
| 9, 715 7,859 | 93. 98 738, 588. 82 191 
Massachusetts. -.....---.---- | | 2, 593 1, 628 181. 85 | 296, 051. 80 37.2 
Michigan. wis 5, 202 4, 385 91.07 | 399, 341.95 15.7 
378 246 102. 23 | 25, 148. 58 34.9 
3, O65 2,844 | 89.77 | 255, 305. 88 7.2 
ee 1, 987 1,192 | 123.94 147, 736. 48 40.0 
1,314 1,175 | 166.37 195, 484. 75 10.6 
2, 909 2,030 | 192.81 391, 404. 30 30. 2 
2, 981 2, 677 | 118.18 316, 367. 86 10.2 
New Hampshire. -.-.....-..-- 387 311 | 221.95 | 69, 026. 45 19.6 
3, 963 2, 703 | 167. 93 | 453, 914. 79 31.8 
4, 817 3, 849 34.00 | 130, 866. 00 20.1 
= 2, 537 1, 190 172. 18 4, 894. 20 53.1 
North Carolina... -...........- 169, 059. 14 4, 562 3, 344 37. 06 123, 928. 64 26.7 
North Dekote. ....0222-.5-.-.. 129, 240. 17 667 327 | 193. 76 63, 359. 52 51.0 
1, 218, 458. 96 9, 297 6, 685 131. 06 876, 136. 10 28. 1 
1, 203, 037. 50 8, ull 6, 721 150. 17 1, 009, 292. 57 16.1 
415, 767. 02 2, 399 1, 732 173. 31 300, 172. 92 27.8 
Pennsylvania----..........--- 778, 014. 41 6, 514 4,319 119. 44 515, 861. 36 33.7 
end 394, 107. 68 1, 941 1, 537 203. 04 312, 072. 48 20.8 
South Carolina.............-. 462, 632. 76 6, 854 3,777 67. 50 25+, 947. 50 44.9 
ge 397, 513. 02 2, 144 2, O88 185. 41 387, 136. OS 2.6 
EE cnnennstnediguesnn ss 267, 317. 07 5, 634 3, 003 47.45 142, 492. 35 46.7 
SR diets wedaskacbgaeincaen 50m 2, 829, 531. 32 28, 175 21, 244 100. 43 2, 133, 534. 92 24.6 
481, 636. 29 6, 360 5, 660 75.73 428, 631. 80 11.0 
44, 205. 64 213 93 | 207.54 19 301. 22 56.3 
I tas Se caumeredenatces- 2, 994, 503. 09 26, 296 21, 168 113. 88 2, 410, 611. 84 19.5 
Washington ___..- 1, 303, 571. 90 21, 571 13, 698 60. 43 827, 770. 14 36.5 
West Virginia--_-.- 28, 500. 00 313 22 91.05 2, 003. 10 93.0 
Wisconsin. 13€, 332. 96 7 482 189. 35 91, 266. 70 33.1 


1 Does not include Alaska and Hawaii. 

2 As of Dec. 31, 1952 (not final). 

% Number of children based on the experience of a sample of 442 school districts. The sum of the 3 (a) 
and one-half of the 3 (b) children (Federal average daily attendance) was subtracted from the total average 
daily attendance of each district to obtain the non-Federal average daily attendance. The percent reduc- 
tion for a particular State was found by dividing the sum of the Federal average daily attendance of the 
sample districts into the sum of the children to be absorbed in those districts (3 percent of the non-Federal 
average daily attendance, in no case greater than the total Federal average daily attendance of a district), 
The number of children for a State shown in column 3 was reduced by this percentage to obtain the figure 
for column 4. 

4 Average was obtained by dividing the number of children in sec. 3 average daily attendance (column 3) 
into the amount of entitlement for sec. 3 (column 2), 
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C.—Estimatep EntirLeMENT or INDIAN CHILDREN LivinG on Tax- 
Exempt Lanps Law 874, Section 3, May 18, 1953 


This table gives an estimate of the amount of entitlement under section 3 of 
Public Law 874 which would be received by Indian children calculated on the 
basis of a local contribution rate as experienced in 1952 from Publie Law 874 
applicants in these States and on the basis of a State average for all school 
districts. 

No completely satisfactory figures are available on the number of Indian 
children who would be affected. In general, Indian children now paid under 
Johnson-O’ Malley funds live on Federal property and usually the parent is 
either unemployed or self-employed on the Federal property. In some States, 
Indian employment off Federal property is more common than in others, for 
example, in Oklahoma and Oregon. However, there are many other qualifica- 
tions for Johnson-O’ Malley payments which make a direct comparison difficult. 
In the State of New Mexico relatively few Indian children are covered under 
Johnson-O’ Maliey while over 1,000 would seem to meet the new Publie Law 
874 formula. 

The estimated entitlements of approximately $2,800,000 compare with annual 
payments of about $2,400,000 under the Johnson-O’ Malley Act which includes 
special instructional and other services not included in the Public Law 874 
formula. It is probable that this estimate would be reduced to about $2,500 000 
because of lower average costs in Indian districts under the ‘“‘comparable district’’ 
formula when applied to these districts. Section 3 (c) (2) of the amendments 
would apply to about 100 districts where a large proportion of Indian children 
would permit adjustment of the rate to avoid inequities. 


Estimated entitlement of Indian children living on tax-exempt Indian lands under 
Public Law 874, sec. 3, May 18, 1953 


| | Amount of entitlement 
Number of Public Law} 


State children | 874 local State 


secs. 3a | contribu- | average State 
H and 3b | tion rate 874 local con- districts 
| tribution rate 
| | 
2, 300 $145.71 $152. 12 313, 276. 50 327, 058. 00 
2, 300 128. 12 148. 36 24, 676. 00 341, 228. 00 
748 118, 51 138. 38 88, 645. 48 103, 508. 24 
20 129. 37 181.89 2, 587. 40 3, 637. 80 
100 169. 77 162. 83 16, 977. 00 16, 283, 00 
| 2, 000 102. 23 149. 46 204, 460. 00 298, 920. 00 
Se err ee 4, 355 166. 37 185. 95 678, 789. 60 758, 676. 00 
200 192. 81 199. 70 38, 562. 00 39, 940. 00 
627 118. 18 135. 42 74, 098. 86 34, 908. 34 
1, 253 34. 00 26. 48 26, 010. 00 20, 257. 20 
Drier 12OCOR.........5...-.2-5--- 400 193. 7 160. 65 77, 504. 00 260. 00 
5, 500 150. 17 82. 61 450, 150. 00 247, 830. 00 
NS a ee 300 173. 31 196. 53 34, 662. 00 , 306. 00 
700 185. 41 197. 40 129, 787. 00 138, 180. 00 
250 75. 73 83. 92 11, 359. 50 12, 588. 00 
2, 070 60. 43 73.79 125, 090. 10 152, 745. 30 
a ae 1, 000 189. 35 184, 24 189, 350. 00 184, 240. 00 
oo Sere 100 141. 64 145. 57 14, 164. 00 14, 557. 00 


aq 
JO TOT ety UT 
Je 
AWA [ROSY UT 
[wosy papued 
-[TUL OIE INOGR UT 
wonpea puB UOT 
‘soos ATIEp 
OARIVAB  snotaeid jo 
TE AG (G) 
Aqedoid [tle 
“pod uo o1 soul] 
jo aununoey ‘000 
jo ysoo 4B pony 


Aysadoid uo 
opnpur 


g ‘DEG Awad [ROSY 
UT UWerpuy 
0} oq [TIM 


JO pus otf] 
avy Sq squomAvd 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 77 


sy 


iq 
-[n 
jo 


| snotAaid Jo 

IAB OYTIO 


“Ip pooyos 


asueyo ON | OF nyo jdeoxe 
| [wosy 
OU M 
) “pnt NY} JO « 
-sIp 
UTM Uo 
| Port 


SUIPIsel Jo 
ULSBASIOAO 


Aq pod | urd yaa 


OOTYS 


yLysip 


JO 


App Aq poplArp 
ONUGAGI [BIOT 
opRur [ROSIE BUTPoo 
looes AULINpP 
-]pusdxe 


UOT] 

[BIO] 

fq awed quel 

-1nd JO} poyunod 


-uood Aq pordyynur 
sty) 


JO 


| ‘ayes 
| 
| 


-doad yons sesuedxe 
| quelind JO} 
| PINOM JUNOWB JON 


Jo} Aq 
-U109 Iss! 
Aq pe SP UO 
paseq ‘Aouese [ROOT PUR 
YUM 
JO 


“(pe 
(%) 


‘des Mat) 


uTyITA 
uo yuord 
[elope UO 
ajyronpe 


() 


uo pesotd 
ya 
UO Zulpisel 
ejywonps 
PossassB 


(8) 
[Boo] Jo 
Jo JO OT SE 


} 


| uc JO 


| 


Mou 


MUTT 


MBL 


uorstAoid 40440 JO TA | 


9279nq fo suorsiaosd pasodoid pup quasaid fo 


| 
| 
| | 
| | 
met 
= | | 
| : 
| i 
| | : 
| | 
} 
| 
| 2 | 
| 
} | | 
} 
| 
| 
| 


a 
E 
: 
e 


78 


peonpel 
eq pInom 
snoraoid 
JO 98N SMOTIOJ STY 

jo 
918 SPUN) [BIO] PUB PTV 
‘squemAed ‘90S $3011} 
Jooyos ATTAvey 
MOT 
Ul 
-diosqe jueseid jo 
10430 SB SB aq 
p[nos 
JO 
Aljep 
YUM I$ 
qynoge oq prnom 
4800 
JO 0} UT 
uondiosqy 
-10} Japun Alesse 
-douun yueoled ¢ Jo 


uy 4800 
Jed fenba 03 


JO 
“SIP 
[Rosy 
= A] 
Jo quaosed JO sseoxe Ul 
aie (q) ¢ 
0} 


asuRyo ON 


“g ‘098 Jey 
0) st uoTsTAOId 


0} 
-Npd JO [9A9] 07 
-un pus Ajiedoid 
-19A8 Uy jo 10 


“(q) 34 (8) 
OT [Te ApuO 


Jo 
sostiadxe 
sjueuAed 
19q10 W104) 


“paqood 
-p8 snutul ‘pesvelep 
Jt 


P[NOM 
YOTGM 
-Avd pie Jo unoury 


A[rep [8107 JO 
-lod JO ssa0xe UI 


ydeoxa 
0} 


| 


4OJ 
“PHISTp Jo 
puoseq 
Pe IO Seq} 
Us IBAA [BO 
“Sy (q) 410 (B) 
Ajyep snoraoid 
uo paseq aie 
(q) JO (8) g 
SPLISIP 0) syuemARd 


Ul 
-sIp ul (g) yons 
Ul 
[#10] JO 
A[lep 
10 OT (1) 
(q) € (®) ¢ 10) 


‘90s Mou) (3) ¢ 


(pk “das Mau) (5) 


MAN) 


“(19g 
MOU) (P) 


s}soo 
PUB [OOYIS UO 


UOT} JO 


10 


JO 


pesodolg 


AB] 


Mou 
pus 
‘pL8 MET 


‘9g fo suorstao.d pasodoid pup juasaid fo 


| : 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 79 


JO $1800 
0} Jueuded ‘dos B Buy | 
-fed yuued prnom 
sty) ‘dead ay) Jo 
Spuny Udy Ay 


“$861 [Rosy Jo 
pues ey) 07 


9¢61 
$1800 
IBAA SNOTADIC JO ayy 
pun sjueurded (8) Jo 
Aq payoyR 


ul ayesuedur0o 
st 
“quate 


-ua 


ON 


ST 
[BN 10 IBAA 
“4ST JO J[BY-9U0 
oq 0} JO IBAA 
pz “OR 
Sulpnpour ‘svoinos 
PUB 


| 

| 
ON 

| 

| 


Joye epraoid 07 st 
WLISIP ay? 
ul 
S90INOS [[B ABBA 
fidnd 
Yyons 
-01d 0} Asessedeu yUNOUTYy 


A PUL UT 
ayy uo saved jo posold 
Sisvq B UO 


[pe 
op 
UBISGNS ON 


ON 


“MOUB 
ssopun JO YS] BUT 
-MOT[OJ OTQIZI[O UTeUT 
PesNPo SBY YOTY 
YONS ‘BIA SNOTA 
Ul 


| 


“UOT JOOS 
Jepun payunoo 
JO} 
-O1d 0} 


“POG [BO 
-Ippe yons 
ATIBP 
dod Aq 


ISNUI JLYSIP 
ul JO 
syouy 
sip 104 
-Ippe yons 0} 
901) 04 Aavsseoou 


Jed qunowre Aq pardnynur 
Ayiep | 


yous 
04 age [BOOT 
ou Jo qons Jo 
oq ABUL SUOTSTATpQns 
JO XB OU 
UT B UT 


“quepyynsul 
aie spunjy 
suowe 
Ayjenbe syuowAed jo 

uo 
enpun 
pue JOAO SBM 
O¢) 
IDRIVAB JO JO 
¢Z% 02 S}UNOUTR PUv 
[1S yons ‘T Arne 
Pus ‘OF JOR 

-Ul UB WLISTC 


UO 
-ing enpuN pesodult 
ATIVP 


JO 10 YUBDIOd 04 
0} onp ATIep 


RALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


=) 
Z 
Nn 
— 
M 
a 


“‘spuny 
-dosuyor 0} 
prnom osuvyo (Z) “000 
yy ,O-uosuyor 
Jo Naty UL eq prnom 
out] UT st STULL (1) 
I 
sjuemsed 
PUB 
uBRIpuy jo 
Hund prnom sty 


MUT 
ayqnd se sesodind eures 105 
-Bpng oy) JO Nveung (ZI ‘aes MAN) 


Ul MU (11 ‘008 MON) 


49] 
PULTST M 
puy opnpur 0} 
JO 
(Z) ‘9 ‘08 10} 


Jo Aqsodoad Ydooxe 
stg? Jo sasodind 
sepnped 
UT 
-o1dde JOYIO JO 
“UOT 
sot [espe gy 
-pe supuade seinboy 
JO SUOTSTAOId 


~~ ON 


ON asuryo aayjuRsqns ON 


ON 


JO TUG | Jey JO A 
s}soo | 
PUB SPTYSTP [OOYYS UO 


soduvyo pesodolg 


UT 
oq ABUL SB 


Jopun 
Surpraoid uy sopusse 
0} ST 


Av] 


‘92 9219" fo suorsraosd pasodosd puv yuasasd fo 


MOU 
pues uc 1908 
‘p18 


0 
| | 
| 
| | 
| 
| 
| | 
| 
| |) | 
| 
| | | 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| | 
| | | 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS Sl 


Chairman McConne tt. And you say it has assisted them over the 
years in meeting some of their additional operating expenses; the 
Goverment has not, except in a few isolated instances, assisted them 
in meeting the cost of the additional school facilities required to house 
these children? I presume that you are speaking mainly of the Indian 
reservation children? 

Secretary Hopry. That is right. 

Chairman McConne ti. Will vou specify what is meant by “except 
in a few isolated instances’? 

Dr. Griassy. There were a few instances in which school districts 
having Indian children living on federally-owned property had had a 
sufficient increase since June of 1939 to qualify them for aid under the 
present Public Law 815. Mr. Lillywhite, can you add to that? 

Mr. Litiywuire. There is Blackfoot, Idaho, which has a large 
Indian reservation, the Blackfoot Indian Reservation, and they had 
also an Atomic Energy Commission project out there. There was 
enough increase with the two of them so they got assistance to build 
additional schools. I think also there was some scattered pieces of 
legislation over the period in which an individual community got 
authority from the Congress to build a school now and then for 
Indians. One place im California, I remember, was elivible for 
assistance ard got ap allotment and Congress passed a law making 
the title to the land available to the local school distriet. There have 
been very few. 

Chairman McConnetu. Now, [ would like a little more explanation 
of this word “entitlement concept.” It seems to me that we specify 
the formulas which would entitle or which we thought would entitle a 
district to a certain amount of assistance, but there seems to be a 
limitation proposed here, that they will not possibly get the full 
amount of the formula, is that correct? Where did that concept 
come from? 

Secretary Honsy. I will let Dr. Grigsby answer it in detail, but I 
find some explanation on page 8 of my statement. Actually, sir, 
there never has been the money appropriated by the Congress which 
would have paid to each school district the maximum under the en- 
titlement concept and this we thought— 

Chairman McConne tt. Of course we have fought a few legislative 
battles on the floor over that subject of the amount of money to which 
a district is entitled. 

Secretary Hopry. Yes. 

Chairman McConneti. They based their plans on a certain 
amount under a formula, and they should be reasonably sure of re- 
ceiving that, and otherwise I feel that we are, you might say, mis- 
leading them. They are building their hopes on expectations which 
we are not going to fulfill and I do not quite like that concept. 

Secretary Hopsy. We thought it was a little more realistic than 
what we had been doing. 

Chairman McConne tu. I would like to pin it down more to what 
they figure on receiving and if we do not feel they should ceceive that 
much, then let us cut down the formula. But I do not like the theory 
of saying that under the formula they are entitled to so much and 
they work out their plans on that basis, and then we do not give it to 
them. I would rather cut down the amount they are entitled to or 
try to give them the full amount. 
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Mr. Littywuire. Under the existing law, Mr. Chairman, there was 
about $96 million of entitlement in valid applications that had been 
submitted by last June 30 that could not be paid, as you have indicated. 

Chairman McConne i. That is right. 

Mr. Lintywuite. There are about 940 eligible school districts. 
Some 300 got all of their entitlement, about 400 got part of their en- 
titlement, and some 200-odd got nothing. The reason they got none 
of their entitlement is because when the funds were short, as your law 
ee ala shall administer the funds on the basis of relative urgency 
of need. 

So we set up the priority system, and we further restricted Federal 
allotments to an amount which would house only unhoused children, 
and those school districts that had unhoused children got money and 
those that did not have unhoused children did not get money. That 
explains the reason that some of them did not have any allotments 
under their entitlement. 

Now, as a contrast, and without trying to give the reasons, the 
present law, or the present proposals state that no more than a 
maximum payment shall be made to any school districts, in contrast 
to the other one which says a school district shall be entitled to so 
much as the formula provides. This maximum payment is set forth 
on the basis of the rate as explained in the Secretary’s statement, 
and is further limited by the number of unhoused children in the 
school district so that actually the application of this formula as now 
proposed would be just about what we had to do by regulations in 
administering the funds that were made available by the Congress. 
In other words, it restricts it to unhoused children on a priority Saas. 

Chairman McConne tu. Of course, the reason, as I see it, why we 
have been cut down in appropriations and have had to fight to restore 
some of them during the past year or so, is due to the fact that they 
do not agree with our formula, apparently. They feel we are giving 
districts money who should not have it. I think that is probably 
the basis of the cutting down of our appropriations, even more than 
the budgetary requirements of economy. 

Mr. Littywuire. I think there is another significant factor. When 
this law was originally passed, you will recall we provided some 
estimates of the approximate cost of the construction program which 
ranged anywhere from $150 million to $225 million. By that time 
the Korean defense build-up had not manifested itself, so that the 
entitlements came in as the result of this increased defense expenditure 
during that period, and it was almost double the amount that your 
committee estimated it would be. It was a substantially larger amount 
of money than you had envisioned as you talked about this thing 
in its development. 

Mr. Barpen. Of course, Mr. Lillywhite, the committee had no 
history to go on and we had to just feel our way along and guess with 
vou gentlemen, and you gave us your best guess and we applied our 
best guess and maybe we missed it; but we were going in the right 
direction. 

Now, of course, what Mr. McConnell has in mind is a very practical 
thing because unless your Department is different from any other 
Government department I know of, it costs a tremendous amount of 
money and time and effort to present an application to you, 

Mr. Lintywuire. It certainly does, sir. 
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Mr. Barpen. The result of it is that 940 were eligible. 

Mr. Littywuire. And there were a couple of hundred others filed 
that were not eligible. 

Mr. Barpren. How many filed and were eligible and would have 
received the funds had the funds been available? 

Mr. Littywuire. Well, there were 400 of them that would have 
gotten additional money, and they only got part of what they were 
entitled to, and there were some little over 200 that got nothing. 

Mr. Barpen. They did not get anything? 

Mr. Littywuite. That is right. 

Mr. Barpen. But a lot of cost and time and trouble for everybody 
concerned? 

Mr. Littywuite. Even to the point of perhaps hiring an architect 
to make preliminary sketches to set down on the application what it 
is they intended to build. 

Mr. Barpen. Well, now, what we have to do here is to work out 
some kind of remedy that will prevent that, outside of taking over 
the Appropriations Committee. We would not like to do that at this 
juncture; but if we can find some formula whereby there would be a 
degree of certainty that would be a measure of protection to them, 
that is what I think the chairman has in mind, instead of having the 
air full of floating applications and pressure being applied from every 
direction and then wind up with nothing. 

Now, an intelligent looking gentleman like you ought to come up 
with the answers to that. 

Secretary Hossy. We are both trying to do the same thing—to 
protect the people who have not much chance of getting anything—and 
perhaps we are not on the right track, but apparently the committee 
had the same feeling that we had: That it is too bad to mislead 
people into thinking they were going to get funds and have their 
budgets made on that basis, and then be disappointed. 

We had thought that it was perhaps better to be more realistic 
about what they could get than to disappoint them. Mr. Barden 
points out there are so many applications coming in that did not have 
a chance to receive favorable consideration. 

Mr. Barpen. But as the law was written, it did indicate they had 
a chance. 

Secretary Hospy. But as a practical proposition, they did not. 

Chairman McConne.u. That is what we wish to avoid, if we can. 

Secretary Hoppy. Yes, and so do we. I think we both have the 
same thought in mind. 

Chairman McConne tu. 1 do not like the idea of having school 
districts count on a certain amount of money and make their plans 
accordingly, and then find that it is just an illusion. 

Secretary Hoppy. It is very bad, indeed. 

Chairman McConne tu. | think if the Appropriations Committee 
and others would be more in accord with the formulas, and also with 
the type of districts receiving money, there would be more tendency 
to grant the full request. 

Now, there is one other question and then I am finished. You say 
here on page 9, Public Law 874 now limits to 50 percent or one-half 
in the case of these children, describing a certain type of children. 
while Public Law 815 sets the percentage at 70 percent. It is proposed 
to reduce the Public Law 815 percentage to 45 percent. 
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I presume you are still keeping the 874 at 50 percent and making 
the 815, 45 percent; is that correct? 

Mr. Littywnairte. That is correct. i 

Chairman McConnetu. Now, I just do not get the reason for the 
difference. 

Mr. Littywairr. Under the existing Public Law 874, a child who 
lives with his parents employed on Federal property, of course, gets 
the full local contribution rate; not the full rate, but the local contri- 
bution rate. The child whose parent lives in a taxable home and 
works on nontaxable Federal property, or lives in a housing project 
and works out in the community in taxable installations, theoretically 
has deprived the community of one-half of the normal local income. 
So they get 50 percent. That has been true throughout the old law. 

Now, under the construction program, the first category of children 
where the parents work on Federal property, the school district gets 
100 percent minus the 5 percent. The 5 percent is deducted all of 
the way down the line. The second category of children where the 
parent lives in taxable home and works there, or vice versa, has been 
getting 75 percent minus the 5 percent, or 70 percent; and the third 
category of children who have simply come into the community as a 
direct or indirect result of Federal activities without any connection 
with nontaxable Federal property got 45 percent. 

Now, the statement is made in the Secretary’s written statement 
that by reducing this second category to 45 percent you bring it 
roughly in line or more nearly in line with the 50-percent payment 
that is now authorized for the same category of children under 874. 

Mr. Battery. May I interpose a question there? In other words, 
you are paying what is presently category 2 on the basis of category 3? 

Mr. Littywurre. [t is the same figure, Congressman, that is 
correct; that is the proposal. 

Mr. Baitrey. You are eliminating category 2? 

Mr. Littywarre. You would not eliminate it for the purpose of 
counting for eligibility and other items, but for the purposes of the 
amount of payment it is the same. 

Chairman McConne.u. I have one other question, and that is 
just below the section I read before. There is another proposed 
amendment which would restrict any potential Federal payment to a 
share of the cost of constructing basie school facilities rather than 
complete school facilities, thus eliminating any possibility of Federal 
ee in the cost of elaborate gymnasiums, auditoriums and 
the like. 

I do not know whether there is any great significance in that adjec- 
tive “elaborate,” but apparently there is. This amendment makes 
sure that the available Federal funds will be used to provide class- 
room space for the maximum number of children. Are we sound or 
correct in assuming that only classroom space should be considered? 
Would not auditoriums—leaving out the ‘“elaborate’—and gym- 
nasiums and the like be part of a school facility and just as essential 
as the classroom space? 

Dr. Gricssy. There, again, we have imbedded in the law the actual 
practice that we have been under the necessity of following in the 
present Public Law 815 operation by reason of the limitation in the 
amount of money appropriated. When we came to establishing the 
urgency of need criteria, we took into account not only the number of 
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unhoused children and percentage of federally connected children, 
but we said in addition, in administering that law, we will provide 
only for minimum school facilities and our definition of minimum 
school facilities, as I understand it, Mr. Lillywhite, would include a 
multipurpose room but not a separate auditorium, gymnasium or 
library facility. That again was born of the necessity of making the 
available funds go as far as possible in providing the basic or minimum 
school facilities for as many children in these areas as it was possible 
to provide with those funds. 

Mr. Lucas. You may recall that during our original consideration 
of this legislation we had some examples before us of where school 
districts had used Federal funds for the construction of gymnasiums 
and athletic fields. While we were reluctant to place this limitation 
in the bill for fear someone may accuse us of trying to direct the school 
districts as to how they should spend the funds, and thus control 
their expenditures, we did want to see that the money was spent for 
educational purposes primarily. That is what Mr. Lillywhite has 
explained to us. 

Mr. Lintywuire. I think a further comment might be made. 
You prohibited the use of these funds for building athletic stadia 
or built-in spectator space in gymnasiums, a large part of which 
would be used for events at which admission would be charged. 
We went a step further in the allocation of the money and restricted 
the Federal funds to a sufficient amount to build not to exceed mini- 
mum facilities. 

Now, we did not prohibit, and it is a touchy subject, Mr. Lucas, 
them building anything they desired if they put in their local funds 
to do it; but to further explain, it is not restricted solely to classrooms, 
Mr. Chairman, you eliminate a separate auditorium and a separate 
cafeteria and a separate band room, for example, all in the same 
building. In other words, there was never any question on the size 
of the classroom space which the State itself had determined was 
the standard for that State, and the auxiliary facilities for storage, 
for office space, and so on. 

Really, what the minimum facilities under our definition pretty 
well did is restrict a single purpose auditorium that was used only 
part of a day with a sloping floor so you could not move the chairs 
and use it for anything else. Multipurpose rooms were always ap- 
proved within minimum facilities in addition to any standard class- 
rooms and auxiliary facilities that a school normally has under the 
State law. So it was not too tight from a standpoint of the educa- 
tional program; it simply prevented these additional single-purpose 
rooms to be built with Federal funds. That was the basie concept 
in it. 

Mr. Barpvren. We were just trying to write a little commonsense 
into a Federal law which seems to be the most difficult task I have 
faced in the 18 years I have been here. If everybody had the same 
conception of commonsense it would work all right, but there seems 
to be some difference over there. 

No one in my opinion, could successfully put across the idea that 
an auditorium is not a necessary and an essential part of a school. 
It is just as much a necessity in a school as any room you have in 
there, so far as that is concerned, if the school is to be run as we 
think schools should be run, and of course, nobody wants any elabo- 
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Tate setup in there, but I will say this: We have set an awful example 
in that field because I do not know any of these office buildings down- 
town that have not the most elaborate auditoriums I have ever seen 
in my life. I have never laid eyes on one like that in a school build- 
ing. I could go down in these buildings—why the mahogany furniture 
would cost more than the average high school auditorium. As | 
say, it is a ticklish subject, but it must be settled with just plain 
commonsense because an auditorium is necessary. How would they 
ever assemble their school and how would they ever put across a 
lecture and how would they ever put across anything, even keep 
their band going if they did not have some place where the band 
could be on exhibition. 

Mr. Littywuairs. The auditorium itself, or a place to meet, is 
absolutely essential, and it was never prohibited. I was in a school 
last Sunday built under these funds out in Ohio in which the assembled 
audience met for the dedication ceremony. It is simply used for 
more than one purpose, that is all. 

Mr. Barpen. I am not going along with this idea of calling an 
auditorium a multipurpose room. Let it be an auditorium; we do 
not have to tear up the whole English language. 

Chairman McConnexi. There seems to be a little confusion in 
this, Mr. Lillywhite, because you are saying that vou want to restrict 
it here by this amendment entirely to classroom space, and yet you 
also imply that you are not going to be strict about an auditorium 
in a school as long as it is not elaborate. That seems to be the thing 
that you are heading toward here. 

Now, does this only provide for classroom space, this amendment 
that you mentioned here, and does it eliminate all auditoriums, gym- 
nasiums, and the like? 

Mr. Littywuire. | think what is here is a general idea rather than 
a specific definition. Now, the proposal that is before you says 
minimum school facilities, | think; does it not? 

Secretary Horsy. We say basic, but it would be the same thing. 

Mr. Littywarre. You would have your own say about it before 
you did anything about it, but if nothing in the proposal were changed, 
about what we have done before in allotting the funds would be the 
standard, Congressman. : 

Chairman McConne tu. I do not want to see elaborate gymnasiums 
and stadiums either, but it seems to me that an auditorium and 
possibly a gymnasium are part of a school facility. 

Dr. Gricssy. There is imbedded in the language of the draft bills 
that you have, no definition of minimum school facilities although 
that term is included in the language elsewhere as related to the 
formulas. 

Mr. Barven. I believe if you are going to build a school unit, 
especially in these places, it ought to be a complete unit, and the more 
gymnasiums you have, the less your public health appropriations 
will be a few vears from now. You can mark that down. 

Chairman McConnewvi. The size of it, too, would be affected by 
the number of federally impacted children you bring in there. 

Mr. Littywuire. It might be said that during part of the period 
of administering this, the controlled-materials program prohibited 
them building any gymnasiums or any other structure in schools that 
took a lot of this structural steel. Certainly we have never pro- 
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hibited, in our definition of building, a gymnasium because that is 
just as essential as any classroom for their State course of study. 

Chairman McConneti. That would conclude my questioning. 
Mr. Holt? 

Mr. Ho tr. I am quite interested in seeing that you do not prevent 
gymnasiums to be built because they are a very important part in 
these schools and a lot of the corrective students use the gymnasium 
and it does not rain much out in California, but in some places it 
rains and they get in out of the rain. I am particularly interested 
if you would care to elaborate, or 1 of the 2 other gentlemen, on 
this page 10 where you selected this 3 percent figure which would 
eliminate any Federal payment on the first 3 percent of the federally 
connected children. I was wondering how that was arrived at, or 
what experience you have had? 

Dr. Griaspy. It is pretty much related, Mr. Holt, to the situation 
or the eligibility requirement now in Public Law 874 which says vou 
must have 3 percent of the average daily attendance of the current 
year federally connected before you are eligible. 

Now, a school district may have, as explained here in the testimony, 
2.9 percent and be ineligible and get nothing on that 2.9 percent. 
Another school district has the additional one-tenth of one percent and 
becomes eligible to receive the payment on the full 3 percent. Or if 
they have 10 percent of federally connected children, they are paid 
not for the 7 percent above the eligibility mark, but they are paid for 
the full 10 percent. There seemed an element of inequity there which 
has been called to our attention numerous times, particularly in our 
considerations with the Bureau of the Budget people. That same 
provision, I believe, was embodied in a previous submittal last session 
for amendment of the act. 

Now, it is true that the 3 percent eligiblity requirement as set orig- 
inally, in the present act, was a more or less arbitrary figure. It 
might have been set at 5 percent, or it might have been set at 2 
percent. 

Mr. Horr. That is what I was interested in, as to why it was set 
at 3 percent. 

Dr. Grigssy. Well, it was in there and one way of achieving com- 
plete equity in that respect would be to eliminate any percentage 
requirement as respects eligibility and treat them all alike, and pay for 
the full amount on all of them. That would increase the cost of this 
bill very considerably. 

The data that we have presented to you as supplementary material 
would indicate that the application of this 3 percent deduction or 
absorption regarded as a percentage of the total school budget of the 
districts concerned, would amount to only from 1 to 3 percent reduc. — 
tion in the budget in any case in terms of the ability of the district 
therefore to absorb the 3 percent of their ag or children before 


payment. It would not appear that it would be too difficult for the 
districts to handle. It would result in a very substantial reduction in 
the cost of the bill. 

There is tied in with that another change which in effect requires the 
absorption not of 3, but of 6 percent of the federally connected 
children in the so-called B category; that is, the children whose 
parents live in private taxable property and work on nontaxable 
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property or vice versa, where payment is one-half of the local contri- 
bution rate. 

By counting those children as one-half child for purposes of this 
computation you do in effect increase the absorption requirement as 
respects those children to 6 percent rather than 3 percent before 
payment is made on their account. But primarily the justification 
of this goes to a question of equitable and equal treatment as respects 
those barely ineligible. 

Myr. Hour. IT am quite concerned about the gymnasiums and I 
fec] they are a very important part of ow educational program. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. I am still puzzled about the extent to which 
the entitlement approaches being repudiated by the proposed amend- 
ments or whether the existing practice is being codified under the new 
title LIT. 

I am puzzled also about how well the priority system works and 
whether it is essential to have it in or whether we cannot perhaps 
cut down on the so-called eligibility in order to make it possible to 
have distvicts who qualify get the amount of money that they are 
entitled to. Can you explain again? I still do not understand 
about whether we are repudiating the entitlement approach or putting 
it in title ILI. 

Dr. Griaspy. I do not think we are repudiating an obligation 
of the Federal Government as embodied in the statute to pay these 
districts whatever amount the account says they are entitled to, 
whether we call it a maximum payment or whether we call it an 
entitlement. 

The basic difficulty as it has been pointed out has been as between 
an authorization set forth by the Congress in an act, an authorization 
of appropriation, and the actual appropriation made available by 
the Appropriations Committee. 

Now, if you can resolve that one, gentlemen, in this committee——- 

Mr. Baiey. To what extent can you blame your priority for this 
situation that would cause a repudiation to 200 of these districts? 
You remember very well I objected to that strenuously and pointed 
out the fact that some of the districts would receive nothing at the 
time this legislation was passed. Your priority system is the cause 
of it and one thing I do not like in the new proposal. 

Mr. Littywarre. | think you made it possible for us to exist for 
the last 2 years. You said if funds are not available for any given 
vears to meet the needs of the eligible applicant on file, then you will 
give the money to the school district with the greatest relative 
urgency of need. That is what the law required us to do. 

Mr. Baitey. That brings up this particular point. An impact is 
an impact and it can be just as strong on a one-room school building 
with 25 pupils in it to double their enrollment to 50. The impact 
might even be greater than it would be in a district of several thousand 
people. 

Mr. Lintywaire. That is correct. 

Mr. Battery. You have left out the major part of the districts or 
the little districts in which we were particularly interested because 
they were financially unable to handle the situation. 1 think we are 
going to have to look over your priority system a little better. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I am a little puzzled about the priority 
system, too. 
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Mr. Lintywarre. We ean tell you exactly what we did. The 
priority system is not set forth in the law. That is our own adminis- 
trative determination. The requirement that such a system be 
established when there is not enough money to meet the applications 
on file is in the law. We had $23.5 million in the first appropriation 
and more than $100 million worth of applications before us. The 
priority system we decided on was this: The percentage of children 
in the school system that are federally connected, in other words, 
the percentage of the federally connected children as defined by the 
formula of the total children in vour school district and then the 
percentage of school children that were unhoused. You add those 
two percentages together. The man highest on the list got the money 
first. He got only the money for the first project that he submitted. 
If he had two projects in, vou satisfied the need for the first request 
and then recomputed his entitlement. 

Now, the greatest need in our opinion are those that had the most 
unhoused children, 

Mr. Battery. May | ask a question at this point? I will not 
interrupt you again, 

Mr. Frenincuuysen. That is all right. 

Mr. Batuey. How many instances were there in which a school 
district receives Federal assistance for more than one building? I 
am sure you have some districts in which you have more than one. 

Mr. Littywarre. Yes. 

Mr. Baitey. Why were they given a second facility, totally dis- 
regarding the people down at the foot of your priority list?) There 
is your trouble there. 

Mr. Lintywurrr. What vou did, you allotted the building and then 
you took the number of children that were unhoused and recomputed 
the entitlement again based on a smaller number of unhoused children. 
If it still had more unhoused children than some other school district 
and had some project in the entitlement, you allotted another project 
to it in its turn. 

Mr. Frevincuvysen. [| would like to ask Mr. Lillywhite for my 
own information about the amount of money which has been avail- 
able and the amount of applications, the dollar amount of applications 
out of the last fiscal year or for a number of vears. In other words, 
are we facing a chronic lack of funds which has necessitated what I 
gather is a fairly severe priority svstem and are you opposed to a 
priority system as such or are you just recognizing the facts of life 
which you cannot avoid? 

Mr. Litnywuire. It is a chronic lack of funds. I have the specific 
figures, 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. Maybe we could include those in the record 
at a later point and for the sake of discussion now put in the most 
recent figures, 

Mr. Lituywuire. The figures that I gave before are still solid for 
the Nation as a whole. 

Mr. FrRELINGHUYSEN. Someone mentioned the figure of $96 million; 

Mr. Littywuire. $96 million of valid applications are on file, have 
been reviewed and everyihing done to them, and there is no money to 
give them. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Over a period of a full fiscal year what per- 
centage of applications are met dollarwise? 
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Mr. Littywuire. You cannot do this on a fiscal year basis. For 
the 2-year period ending June 30, 1952, you add them up, all that you 
have up to that time and all the money that has been appropriated up 
to that time. 

Mr. FreLINGHUYSEN. That is what I would like to get. 

Mr. Littywuire. $341 million has been appropriated. $460,293,000 
is the total entitlements of the eligible school districts. Those districts 
submitted 1,623 requests for construction in the amount of $363 
million. They submitted 180 requests for reimbursement. That was 
the case where the school district had already built facilities and the 
law said if they built the facilities they could get reimbursed for the 
facilities they built for these federally ‘connected children. That is a 
total of $388 million in entitlements to these local school districts, 
entitlements covered by applications. 

Mr. FretInNGHUysEN. How does that compare with the $460 
million you just gave? 

Mr. Littywuire. $460 million was adding up the children and 
applying the formula. Out of that $460 million the districts claimed 
only $388 million of it in applications submitted. In fact, there are 
$71 million that has never been claimed on applications. But to the 
$388 million, which they claimed, which are payments to local school 
districts, you must add to that $5 million for construction of temporary 
school facilities by the Federal Government where the situation was 

temporary, primarily the two Atomic Energy Commission areas in 
South Carolina and Kentucky. Another $43 million for construction 
of school facilities on Federal property must be added. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Are those Indian schools? 

Mr. Lintywuire. No, they are mostly military bases but not all. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. There is no provision for Indian children, 
special provision? 

Mr. Lintywuaire. No special provision, that is correct. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. We do not recognize any Federal obligation 
until we have put in this new title IV. 

Mr. Littywurre. I think it is fairly clear in the history of the legis- 
lation that they intended that Indian children living on Federal 
property would be counted for entitlement. Actually, the concept 
in the law was based on a growth in school population resulting 
from defense activities. Now, that is what the provisions were. 
Since there was little or no growth in school population on most 
Indian reservations, although it appears they were intended to be 
included, the provisions were simply not adapted to their situations. 

Mr. Fre_incuvuysen. It seems like a long-standing inequity so far 
as the Indian children are concerned and I do not see what has 
happened in those districts where the Indian children have gotten 
past the school age by now. 

Mr. Lintywuire. It is a pretty difficult situation. 

Mr. Lucas. If I may interpose there, the committee gave little 
consideration, if any at all, to the trouble with the Indian children in 
the bill before us. We were thinking primarily of defense children. 
All legislation must be general and when we finishished the bill we 
found we had applied it to Indian children, too, but we could not 
carry the provisions to benefit them. 

Mr. Lit.ywuire. As Congressman Barden said, we had not had too 
much experience in a lot of these things and we did not know exactly 
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how these provisions would affeet the Indian children or a lot of other 
situations. It was beginning in a new field. 

Mr. Frevincauysen. Mr. Lillywhite, to get back to my original 
question, about the extent to which we are repudiating or writing into 
title II] the entitlement approach, are we recognizing that there is 
such a thing as entitlement but that as a practical matter we have to 
establish priority and therefore entitlement is just something which 
nobody should rely on and you cannot expect funds because you are 
entitled to them? 

Mr. Littywuire. | do not know if I could answer it authoritatively 
and perhaps the lawyers need to discuss it with you on the detailed 
legal language, but the original law said the school district shall be 
entitled to so much money, depending on the application of the formula 
to that situation. 

Mr. Fre.inGuuysen. Normally, vou would think to be entitled 
would mean you might have a chance of getting the money. But as 
I understand it, it dces not mean that in the case of school districts. 

Mr. Littywutre. It does not mean it if the money is not appro- 
priated. That is the problem. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. As a practical matter, sufficient money has 
never been appropriated to cover the entitlement? 

Mr. Littywuire. $437 million were the actual requirements and 
$341 million has been appropriated. That leaves $96,260,000, 
roughly, valid entitlements and applications on file. 

Mr. FrevinGuuysen. | think our chairman’s suggestion was per- 
haps we should change the formula which would result in entitling 
school districts or else increase all the funds available. 

Chairman MecConne ti. Mr. Frelinghuysen, we might very well 
educate the Appropriations Committee on the reasons for our forniulas 
and entitlement. Then they would be more sympathetie. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. If we have a clear statement of congressional 
policv, what our Federal obligation is, it does not seem possible- 
mavbe I am speaking as a freshman now—that we could avoid the 
responsibility as easily as we do by not having enough money available 
to meet it. 

Chairman McConne tu. | would say this, that in conversations 
with some of them they feel we have been a little too lavish with 
certain districts. Therefore, they cut us down. We thought certain 
districts would not be cut. It does not always follow through in the 
final result, as you have found here in working out the formulas and 
priorities, and so forth. 

Mr. Barpen. | wonder if you could not in some way get our school 
system in under the foreign aid bill. They do not have any trouble 
at all in dealing with billions of dollars in that. 

Mr. Lucas. Perhaps it is true and I think we may well concede it 
is true that in our original formula and the formula in the law we have 
been too lavish with certain school districts. That being so, I think 
it was the duty of the Appropriations Committee to limit the expendi- 
tures of our appropriations under the act. Our remedy I think, 
Mr. Frelinghuysen, would be to provide a definite formula and then 
ask the House to approve a bill where we would say that not less than 
a certain amount of money shall go to each eligible child or go to the 
school for the education of each eligible child. 
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Mr. Fretincuvysen. | should think if we established a formula 
that was reasonable and could be shown to result in a Federal obliga- 
tion, that it could be supported by anyone, including the Appropria- 
tions Committee. 

Mr. Litnywarre. Mr. Chairman, a number of vou have com- 
mented on the fact that the priority system was set up. [I do not 
know that you did not do a pretty good job in that formula system. 
You-cannot build a part of a classroom. 

Now, under the M. and O. bill, Publie Law 874, you can prorate 
equally but it is awfully difficult to prorate equally on a construction 
program. You people enabled us to allot money for a project, al- 
though some were left out entirely, Otherwise, you would have 
had half-built schools. There was good reason behind the require- 
ment in that law that the relative urgency of need would apply when 
not enough money Was appropriated. 

Dr. Griaspy. Let me say that 1 think the Congress has appropriated 
under Public Law 815 for all of the requests that it has officially re- 
ceived in terms of housing of unhoused schoolchildren in these dis- 
tricts in terms of this priority system; in other words, in terms of the 
total budgetary stringency that we have been under in the last several 
years the decision as made in the first instance in the Bureau of the. 
Budget and later by the Appropriations Committee to appropriate 
only sufficient money under Public Law 815 to provide the Federal 
share of the construction of facilities necessary to house the unhoused 
children in these federally connected districts. 

Now, this $96 million in remaining entitlement that has never been 
covered by appropriations consists in part, about $25 million or $26 
million of it, of these reimbursement projects and there the claim is 
one of equity. If the school district had gone ahead with its own 
resources and provided the housing for these federally connected 
children from its own sources, and may have expected under the act 
to be reimbursed for that expenditure, that in terms of the act was 
put in the law as a priority category by the language of the act itself, 
to be reached only after all construction applications had been cared 
for. The remaining $71 million or so in that $96 million has not been 
covered by appropriation is for construction projects under the formu- 
las of the bill, entitlement, but by districts, which at the time of the 
application in terms of the field cheek made, could not show or did 
not show unhoused children. They had housing for the federally con- 
nected and the other children. 

Now, those two categories of entilement have not been covered by 
appropriation. 

Mr. Fre.incuuyser. For the sake of information, what is an 
unhoused child? Is a child who is being taught in the basement of a 
church or some facility that normally would be used for other purposes 
considered housed or unhoused? 

Dr. Griassy. In terms of the definition that we used, we went in 
and made a survey, our field representative with the representative of | 
the State Department of Education and the local education authority 
made a survey of the available facilities. 

Mr. School facilities? 

Dr. Griesny. School facilities and their capacity. To the extent 
that the enroliment in that school svstem exceeded 110 percent of the 
rated capacity of the available facilities, those were unhoused children. 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 93 


In other words, we assumed a degree of overcrowding up to the point 
of 10 percent. Beyond that, enrollment compared with rated ca- 
pacity, 110 percent of the capacity of the building, they were presumed 
to be unhoused. Those were unhoused children for purposes of this 
priority index. 

Mr. Frenincuvysen. If they work in 2. shifts morning and 
afternoon, that would exceed 110 percent capacity? 

Mr. Lintywuive. Capacity at 1 session per day except’ kinder- 
garten, which is considered sessions per dav as normal practice. 
Temporary school facilities built as school facilities were counted as 
available. 

Rented quarters, renovated quarters that were not suitable in the 
eves of the State department of education and local community, were 
not counted as school facilities. 

You can readily realize that under that kind of definition it was 
still pretty stringent. Some of these Lanham Act buildings that were 
built during the war were still counted as usable capacity. Tem- 
porary buildings that the schools had brought in were counted as 
usable capacity. The only time that an old building was not counted 
was when it was condemned and was being abandoned because it 
was unsafe or hazardous. If the determination to abandon was made 
by local authorities, that building was not counted as available. It 
was still a pretty stringent requirement on unhoused children. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. The problem is a very serious one in areas 
outside of the federally impacted areas. 

Mr. Lintywuire. Yes. For that reason we did not house all the 
unhoused children, we housed 90 percent of them, because a lot of 
communities outside of the federally impacted areas are, as you say, 
overcrowded. We rated all the existing facilities at 110 percent of 
capacity. So even with the allotments we have made, these districts 
were left 10 percent overcrowded to begin with. 

Mr. Frenincuuysen. The only other question is a very brief one, 
that is, as to this reduction in Public Law 815 to bring it in conformity, 
the percentage reduction from 70 percent to 45 percent, where the 
child has a parent who lives on Federal property or works on the 
property but.does not do both, do you think there was a reason for the 
more generous approach? 

Secretary Hornpy. | am not as familiar as I might be with the legis- 
lative history of this. But either Dr. Grigsby or Mr. Lillywhite 
explained it in the fact that there was some assumption if the parent 
lived on taxable property that the Federal Government’s share should 
only be half. 

Is that a correct assumption? 

Mr. Lintywuarrr. That is correct. There were long hours of dis- 
cussion, as vou Congressmen know, when the other formula was set 
at 70 percent. 

Mr. FrRELINGHUYSEN. I assume that the possibility of having a 
lower formula for a child whose parents lived off the Federal property 
was discussed. I wonder if we would not be creating some hardship 
because of the amount of construction cost or other factors by reducing 
it substantially as we might. 

Mr. Lucas. I think there is no answer to your question. It is 
another one of those imponderables we faced when this matter was 
before us. 
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Mr. Fretincuuysen. You did have a different formula as applied 
to construction. As a result of your cogitations back in 1950. 

Mr. Lucas. That is right. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. That is all. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Horr. Mr. Barden. 

Mr. Barpen. I will not discuss the details of the bill. We will get 
some of these folks before us later for that. 

There are three things in this law that I think involve policy and 
I am sure you will be quite interested in that. For the discussion 
of these questions of policy, we do have the record and the history 
of the operation up to now. One has troubled me at the time we 
discussed the bill and has bothered me since. That is the operation 
of on-base schools. At the time we were writing this legislation the 
armed services were carrying on the schools and no one could find 
what was being spent or just how they were being operated. 

Since that time I have discussed with many of the members and 
some officials and we had a report made by research men that took 
nearly a couple of years to complete to find just how much money 
was being spent in the school systems or the school operations of the 
various departments of the Government. 

1 was astounded at the result of that investigation. Now, Il am 
introducing, | hope to do it today, a resolution which would require 
every governmental agency to report to the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion all funds expended by them in the field of education. That does 
not mean that that is putting them under the Commissioner of 
Education, but it simply means that there should be some place in 
this Government, in my opinion, where the committees of Congress 
or your department could find out what is going on in the field of 
education, what it is costing, and what the results have been. 

Now, | do not anticipate any opposition to that in the committee. 
I may be optimistic, but at the same time I feel that way about it. 
1 do not anticipate any opposition on the floor of the House. 

Now, if that is done, I can see no purpose for the provision in 874 
which appears on page 8 of that law, in section 6, and provides for 
the operation of that school by the Commissioner of Education if the 
State or local communities do not see fit to take it over. 

That is placing the operation of a unit of the public school system 
directly under the Federal Government. 

Now, following along that same line we have a provision in here 
whereby your department shall not in any way have anything to do 
with the curriculum, with the management, with the operation, and so 
forth and so on, and yet in this section it says you must operate the 
school. Is that not right, Mr. Lillywhite? 

Mr. Littywuire. That is correct. 

Mr. Barpen. We in one section of this bill tell you you must operate 
the school. In the next section we tell you vou must not-have any- 
thing to do with the curriculum, you must not have anything to say 
with how it shall be run. I think that is a rather unfortunate position 
to put you in. 

Secretary Honsy. You are referring to section 7 of 874, are you 
not? 

Mr. Barven. That is right, 
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Now, my idea is—and I would not press you for an answer on this 
because I can understand these things will pop up without your hav- 
ing given them the proper study. You cannot anticipate all the fool- 
ish questions Congressmen are going to ask you, but my proposal on 
this is to let the Armed services or whoever happens to be operating 
the Government unit, whether it be the Atomic Energy Commission, 
and | think in that instance they operate their own, or whether it be 
the Navy or the Army, let them operate the school and then let the 
report come in to the Commissioner of Education, who will file it 
with the Congress. 

Secretary Hospy. Basically, I believe, Mr. Barden, that is what 
they do now. As I understand it, the Defense Department, Army 
or Navy, really acts as an agent of the Office of Education. We do 
not operate those schools now. 

In the case of the local community we make the transfer of funds 
to the local agents. The Office of Education is, as you are well aware, 
actually operating no schools now. 

Mr. BarpeEN. That is quite true, but vou are responsible for them? 

Secretary Hospy. Well, it is a good legal question, the way | read 
the language here. I would assume that if a great group of children 
had no educational facilities, from the way I read this language, if 
the Army or the Navy or any other Government unit refused to 
assume the educational responsibility for children on posts or an 
A- or H-bomb installation, that under the terms of this law the Com- 
missioner would be bound to make such arrangements. Actually, 
that has never occurred within my knowledge. 

Mr. Barvren. The thing I do not like, Mrs. Hobby, and I again may 
be optimistic, but | am not so sure but what you share the same view, 
I do not like the first step of the Federal Government going into the 
operation of the public-school svstem. I think this is the first step. 

Now, we have tried it for some 2 or 3 years and as vou say, we got 
away without having it happen, but it could happen. It could happen 
because the language is very specific. It says the Commissioner shall 
make such arrangements as may be necessary to provide free public 
education for such children. That ties it right into vour free public- 
school system. 

Then right under that: 

In the administration of this act no department, agency, office, or emplovee of 

the United States shall exercise any direction, supervision, or control over the 
personnel, curriculum, or program of instruction of any school or school system of 
any local or State educational agency. 
Now, the implication there is that you must not touch the curriculum. 
You must not supervise the teachers, you must not do any of those 
things, but vou must run a school, which is a rather tough spot, I 
think. So if this resolution is adopted, then it would simply mean 
that they continue doing exactly what they are doing now. 

Now, the on-base school for instance at Camp Lejeune, N. C., is 
run by a school board of Marine officers, and the commanding general 
is the top kick, and they run an excellent school. Now, their teachers 
are paid much more than teachers in the public-school system, but 
it is a unit of the public-school system and its curriculum and all is 
in line with the other schools. 
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But suppose the commanding general says, “I just do not care to be 
bothered with the operation of the school.”’ It would simply leave 
you in a position that you must operate the school 

Secretary Hoppy. If the commanding general refused to operate 
the school, Mr. Barden, as I understand the law, the Commissioner 
of Edueation should then negotiate with the local school agencies to 
determine whether or not they could assume responsibility. 

Mr. Barpren. They always do that. They negotiate with the 
State agency. The State agency says, “Why do we want that 
headache?” The local unit says, “Why do we want that headache?” 
How could they operate it for this reason: In those schools the civil 
service rate of pay prevails. Outside there would be an entirely 
different schedule of pay. You would then put the local adminis- 
trator of the public schools in the position of paying teachers inside 
in some instances twice as much as those on the outside and you would 
put the State superintendent of schools in a position of putting twice 
as much in one spot as he pays outside. 

Naturally, they do not want to touch it. So they will not; I think 
I can predict they will never touch it on that basis. 

Secretary Honpy. It is a very complicated subject, as vou well 
know. 

Mr. Barprn. But as it is now, Mrs. Hobby, they are run by the 
local military units. 

Secretary Hoppy. Yes, with the local board of education appointed 
by the commanding officer of each post. 

Mr. Barpen. That is right. That is exactly the way it was run 
before we passed this bill. So I just think that we will let them run 
it because sooner or later [am just as sure you are going to run into 
trouble. You will be a superintendent of a school, and I do not 
think vou like that. 

» Secretary Horry. We are superintendent of a good many things 
already, Mr. Barden. 

Mr. Barpen. I would like very much, Mrs. Hobby, if you care to, 
even at a later time, let us have your opinion on that. 

Secretary Hopny. I would be delighted to. 

Mr. Barpen. I just do not like the Federal Government getting 
into the operation of a unit of the public-school system. When we 
step into it and directly authorize the Commissioner of Education 
to do just that, we can not deny that we have instituted something 
that may not be so good. 

Now, there is another question, and that is this provision which 
tangled you up with another Department. I think 1 certainly up to 
now like your Department better than I do the other one. With re- 
spect to compliance with and enforcement of prevailing wage pro- 
visions of section 205 (b) (1) (EB): 

The Secretary of Labor shall prescribe appropriate standards, regulations, and 
procedures which shall be observed by the agencies administering such provisions 
and shall cause to be made by the Department of Labor such investigation as he 
deems desirable. 

Now, that has already caused some trouble. I see no purpose for 
its being in here. I have no doubt about the ability of the Depart- 
ment to handle it without coming in. 

You let a contract and then the wage scale is set at something else, 
and then your money is short and then you are fouled up for fair. 
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And you have had wage seales changed right in the middle of con- 
tracts, 

Mr. Littywairre. What they had to do, sir, is to get from the loeal 
community, I do not know exactly whom they got it from, what the 
prevailing rates were, and submit a long schedule. Community 
facility service did that job by delegation, submitted it to the Depart- 
ment of Labor for determination as to what the prevailing wage rates 
should be on those jobs. 

Those rates as established, were inserted in the local contract. 

Mr. Barpen. Did it always stick? 

Mr. Littywuire. | do not know that I can comment too authori- 
tatively. I think there was necessity for redetermination each 3 
months. 

Mr. Barpen. How in the world are you going to allocate funds and 
build a building and accept contracts if you are going to have a 
provision there to change it every 3 months when it takes more than 
3 months to build a building? 

Mr. Littywaire. There were a lot of problems, as vou say. 

Secretary Honsy. | do not want to give you a horseback opinion, 
and that is what I would be doing because I am not familiar with the 
wav it operates. After I studied it, | would be delighted to give it 
to vou. 

Mr. Barpen. | would appreciate it, and since these are policy 
matters, | have been reluctant to ask the direct question. 

Secretary Hopsy. That is all right, sir. [ am not embarrassed 
to sav I do not know. 

Mr. Barpen. That is all right. We have been friends for 30 
minutes. There is no point in embarrassment, Mrs. Hobby. 

Secretary Hoppy. Lam not embarrassed, sir. It is a good question. 

Mr. Barpen. The other question is one that is causing me some 
worry. Of course, the theory back of this bill was to take the impact 
off the local communities. The net result of that has been that a State 
that has supported its school svstem, for instance, there is North 
Carolina, by a sales tax and the local community contributes very 
little except in the way of buildings or what they may supplement the 
State appropriation, the amount there is almost negligible. 

I think in the heaviest hit section of North Carolina it runs some- 
where around $37, | think, but the average in the State is many times 
$37. The sales tax is one of the heaviest sales-tax-paying setups. 
For instance, I think in the State of Illinois the entitlement runs some- 
thing over $200 per pupil. I think North Carolina is about the worst 
in the Union, is it not? 

Mr. Littywurre. It is next to the worst. New Mexico. Delaware 
did not get anv money. That is the least amount. 

Mr. Barpen. It simply does not ring with me that where there is 
approximately a half billion dollars of Federal military activity going 
on, the entitlement is approximately $37, is it not? 

Mr. Littywuire. $37. $37.04 last year on the average 

Mr. Barpren. How much is Illinois? 

Mr. Littywuire. Illinois is $244.24 last year on the average for 
each child. 

Mr. Barprn. Now, that just does not add up in my book. 

Mr. Battery. Illinois does not have a State-aid program, does it? 
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Mr. Barpen. The reason we had to put in a State-aid program is 
because there were some areas that just simply could not carry on. 
It is coming out of the local community, but it comes out through 
channels that are not earmarked as direct tax. 

Now, for instance, the local tax down there, as we have just added 
2 more million dollars to that, I found the city $1.85 and the county 
$2.10, which is $3.95. So we are doing all right in the taxpaying 
end of it. 

That is prevalent all over the State. In addition to that comes 
this local sales tax. Now, I am against scrambling in the dark, but 
would it be unreasonable to estimate the amount of taxes that come 
from these local communities? 

Mr. Littywuarre. I do not know the implications of trving to do 
that. Of course, this results, as you well know, Congressman, from 
the theory on which vou passed the other bill, that the Federal 
Government should take its place as the local taxpayer. 

Mr. Barpen. But it is not as progressive as North Carolina. We 
put in a State-supported system. 

Mr. Littywuire. That is right. Wherever the State takes a large 
share of the educational burden on State funds, the local share is 
smaller, and wherever the local share is greater, the State share is 
smaller. If the Federal Government takes the place of the local 
taxpayer, it pays more in those States that have elected to finance 
most of the educational program from local sources, and it pays much 
less in those States where they have decided to pay most of it from 
State sources. The greatest variation ranges from $34 in New Mexico 
to $244 in Illinois for a child. That is on the average throughout the 
State, for a child who lives on Federal property with parent employed 
on Federal property in each State. 

Mr. Barpen. South Carolina is certainly as hard hit as most any 
State you would find, but the amount there is how much? 

Mr. Littywarrs. The amount in South Carolina is $67. Right 
below it in South Dakota it is $185. 

Mr. Barpen. What we were doing in the beginning with this bill 
was trying to make Uncle Sam carry at least a part of the burden he 
should carry as a taxpayer when he moves into a community and 
takes property off the tax books. Of course, if we get down to earth 
and pass the kind of bill, whether they paid 25 percent of the rate of 
taxation or 50 percent or whatever they paid, if we would pass an 
act that would tax the Federal property or the property that is taken 
off the tax books, then we would do away with all this trouble, would 
we not, and just let the money automatically go? 

Dr. Gricssy. Certainly that is an alternative approach. On these 
in-lieu-of-tax payments by the Federal Government there have been 
bills before the Congress in previous sessions. I believe there is one 
here now. The difficulty with them has always been to establish 
the date for the acquisition of the Federal property and set up the 
arrangement for the determination of the ang Boe payment to 
be made. 

Mr. Barpren. The date would not be any trouble because Uncle 
Sam would come under the same arrangement that I come under or 
anybody else comes under. If I buy a piece of property and the tax- 
listing date is January 15 and it is in my name on January 15, it is 
taxed. If I buy it in April, then I do not pay the taxes until next 
year. 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 99 


Mr. Littywuirte. One of the problems in that connection would 
depend on how that was worded. If the school district in which the 
property was located received money for the installation, as you say, 
they would have far more money than they get now in most cases, 
but the school district located next to it that had the children and 
none of the property would still not have the problem solved unless 
the State collected the local tax and distributed it. 

Mr. Barpen. Then you go back to your problem. As a matter of 
fact, I do not know of any places where the county is not the unit. 

Mr. Littywutre. There are only 5 or 6 States where the county 
is the unit. The rest of them are still local districts. It is not too 
widespread, Congressman. You take South Carolina is moving in 
that direction, but North Carolina, West Virginia, Florida, Maryland, 
Utah, Virginia, are countywide units. 

Mr. Barpen. | remember you just quit groaning and crying about 
the 200 applications that did not get a penny. So we just do not have 
any perfect answer. 

Mr. Littywaire. That is correct. 

Mr. Barpen. But I very definitely would like to have these 3 
subjects checked into. 

Secretary Hossy. It seems to me from listening to your discussion 
on the entitlement of the Carolinas as against Illinois, that it is a 
proper subject for the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. 
It seems to me a direct case in point, something that Commission might 
concern itself with. 

Mr. Barpen. It does not sound good, the way it is operating, I 
will say that. Of course, I know that there is not inclined to be 
much sympathy for some of my folks down there since a couple of 
cotton mills moved from Massachusetts down there, but it ts: still 
right. 

Mrs. Hobby, you have the 3 questions, the on-base schools and this 
discrepancy between the States and then the provision relating to 
the Labor Department? 

On the variation between States | would just automatically think 
this committee or the appropriate authority should refer that to the 
Commission for study. That question has many many ramifications. 
I think vou might be as long rewriting those provisions of the bill as 
you were in writing the original bill. 

Mr. Barpen. Will vou advise us on the question of the paragraph 
which involves the Labor Department in here? 

Secretary Hopsy. We will make examination of what we have 
actually found, the way it affects the contract, and report back to the 
committee or to you. 

Mr. Barprenx. That is what we would like to have. I would not 
even ask for you to get in a controversy with a Secretary of Labor. 
Just give us the history of what has been happeinng. 

Secretary Hopsy. We will give you the record of what we can 
produce on it, Mr. Barden. 

Chairman McConneuu. Mr. Lueas. 

Mr. Lucas. Mr. Chairman, I think in view of the time, I shall not 
ask any questions except that | want to say to Mrs. Hobby I am very 
desirous of cooperating with her in achieving the objective set out in 
her very clear statement and express appreciation for myself and I 
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think for the other members of the committee for her appearance here. 
I believe T ought to also say, Mr. Chairman, to Mrs. Hobby that we 
have come to have reliance upon Mr. Lillywhite and we have great 
confidence in him and we are going to need his help during the remain- 
der of our hearings and when we start drafting the bill. 

Secretary Hornpy. He will be available. 

Mr. Lucas. In my questions involving the operation of this act, I 
no more than pick up the telephone and call Mr. Lillywhite, but I can 
always get the answer. We are going to depend on him, Mrs. Hobby, 
and you are fortunate to have him with you. 

I have not had the pleasure of meeting Dr. Grigsby. Dr. McGrath, 
his predecessor, was a very able man, and we liked to have him with us. 
We like you to be with us, Dr. Grigsby. 

Chairman McConneuu. Mr. Bailey. 

Mr. Bailey had a great deal to do with the framing of the original 
laws. 

Mr. Battny. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

May I inquire on the same subject that our chairman posed his first 
question, and that is the limitation of 1 vear on this legislation? I am 
going to suggest that you make it June 30, 1955, instead of June 30, 
1954. 

The reason for it is this: Chairman Dean has furnished me with 
some of the details of the problem they have been facing at the new 
atomic energy installation in Ohio. I do not know to what extent 
the Commissioner’s Office was able to get this information, but you 
have a situation there in which you will not reach the peak of your 
construction emplovees and your operating employees until September 
1954, and they will still have on September 1955, 11,000 construction 
employees representing 3,433 family units. They will also have 3,825 
operating emplovees. 

Now, may I preface my remarks by saying I hope to see the time in 
the next year or 2 when we can eliminate the necessity for Public 
Law 815. It cannot be made a permanent proposition and should be 
eliminated as soon as possible. But an extra year’s extension there 
would see that plant over in Ohio progress to the point where you 
would be able to take care of it. 

I do not know of any other mainly defense installation that is going 
to create the problem that that one will create over there. For in- 
stance, as of September 1, the school year 1955, vou will need there on 
the basis of their family units and proportionate number of voungsters 
for family units which is a little bit less than one, vou will need 274 
classrooms. 

The national average cost of a classroom construction is $28,000 a 
classroom. You have a problem of $7,672,000 alone up to September 
at this plant over in Ohio. 

I think maybe it might be well to give serious though to projecting 
it bevond June 30, 1954, so that we can make it a cleanup proposition 
and end it once and for all. 

Dr. Gricssy. I think one of the factors there, Mr. Bailey, that 
caused us to stop on June 30, 1954, was the difficulty of making a 
forward projection in terms of enrollment increases. We have com- 
pleted the current school year. Before this act will become effective, 
we will be in the second one. It is practical to assume that we could 
project the enrollment increases in that second year through that 
school year with some accuracy. When you move beyond that, a 
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projection of probable enrollment increases become increasingly 
difficulty. 

Mr. Baitey. I do not want to belabor the matter here at this time, 
We will have to give it some thought when we get ready to make any 
final draft of the legislation. 

Again, I want to ask this question about the 200 districts that were 
frozen out under your priority sustem. 

1 am directing this question to Mr. Lillywhite. 

Will these districts be eligible to reapply in view of the added 
restrictions in this legislation compared to old Publie Law 815; will 
any of them be eligible? 

Mr. Lintywarre. I do not know if I can answer the question if any 
of them will be eligible. 

Mr. Barney. It is an important question. 

Mr. Littywuire. None of them will be eligible for the entitlement 
they have on the books. This law has nothing to do with those en- 
titlements. If they are eligible, they will be eligible by virtue of the 
fact of an increase since the other books were closed. The books were 
closed on the other law. They will be eligible only tf they have had 
the percentage Increase required since June 30 last vear. 

Mr. Battey. You realize the importance of that point right there? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Bainey. [t is going to mean everything to some of these dis- 
tricts. [think we ought to give pretty serious consideration and I will 
probably have some pointed questions to ask you when we get down 
to asking those questions. 

I want to call attention to your change of percentage from 70 to 45 
in the second category. I recall, and [am sure you will reeall, Mr. 
Lillywhite, in our hearings throughout the country in 1950 we ran into 
a distressing situation. | 1ecall here, and | have a notation here be- 
fore me now, one school district in which the annual rate of levy on 
$1,000 for the support of the schools was $72.58. Now, they had ex- 
hausted every cent of their bonding capacity and every facility for 
extra levies and that was the situation and their problem was not 
solved. 

Now, are you going to cut that allocation from 70 back to 45? 
They are less likely to solve their problem under this new legislation 
than they were under the one that expires. And it is a serious 
problem. 

Probably it would have been better to give thought to eliminating 
category 3 completely. That was an edge category anyway. 

Mr. Littywuire. This proposal restricts category 3, also, very 
decidedly, in addition to the restriction of category 2 that you are now 
discussing. 

Mr. Barney. That had not been brought out in the discussion so far, 
that is, the restriction on the category 3. Well, | think we will have 
to give some attention to that percentage proposition there. It is 
somewhat arbitrary, especially in view of the fact that so many of the 
districts have exhausted every possible means that they could provide 
and still do not have the problem solved. We are simply making it 
less possible to solve. 

Now, in looking over some of your statistics here that you supplied, 
T would like to ask the question, what recommendation will the depart- 
ment make for appropriations to carry out Public Law 815? | noticed 
you have used some figures in there. Will the $184 million cover 
the program, not counting the $95 million to the 200 districts? 
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Dr. Gricspy. As was indicated in the transmittal letter that came 
forward with these draft bills, it is anticipated that we would ask for 
$74 million in 1954 for title LI], $64 million for the titles other than the 
on-base construction, and $10 million for the on-base construction. 

Mr. Baitny. Making $74 million? 

Dr. Griessy. Making $74 million. 

Mr. Battey. Explain your $100 million item that is mentioned in 
there. 

Dr. Griassy. The $100 million item, in terms of the formula pro- 
vided in the revised draft, would be the amount required to provide 
the payments to the school districts who are eligible, who had had 
the 5 percent increase in the first two categories and 10 percent over 
1952 in the third category. That is the full amount, as nearly as 
we can estimate from the survey made, of need for construction other 
than on-base construction, with an estimate of $10 million again for 
on-base construction for a total of $110 million as being the outside 
requirement for title ILI] under the bill as drafted. 

Now, what is anticipated is that we ask for $74 million in the 
fiscal vear 1954 and ask for the remainder in fiscal year 1955. There 
is provision in the draft for 2 years for appropriation, only 1 year to 
June 1954, for application but for 2 years of appropriation, 54 and 55. 

Mr. Baitey. I noticed that in reading over the draft of the bill. 

Now, your $20 million there is to take care of this Indian situation, 
is that right? 

Dr. Gricssy. That is right. That is a one-shot proposition and 
only one year appropriation authorized under title LV in the language 
vou have before you. 

Mr. Batiey. It is strictly a building proposition? 

Dr. Griaspy. Yes. 

Mr. Bartey. What do you propose to do there? Will you go into 
the public school districts where they do not have a facility where 
Indians are attending? 

Mr. Littywairr. Only in the public school districts. This has 
no relationship. 

Mr. Bainey. It has nothing to do with Indian schools on reser- 
vations? 

Mr. Littywuire. Not on reservations at all. It is only the public 
school districts that are attempting to provide school facilities. 

Mr. Baixey. I like the idea, Mr. Lillywhite, because I think you 
have heard me express my views on this prior to today, I think we 
have failed miserably in the administration of our educational system 
on our Indian reservations. I think we should encourage their 
leaving the reservation and attending the white schools, that is the 
only way you can ever civilize them and educate them. You cannot 
do it in a reservation school. 

Mr. Littywaitre. You know also that the financing of the operation 
of the schools accepting these Indian children is now included in the 
proposals for Public Law 874 which was excluded before. 

Mr. Battery. I noticed that. 

Now, Mrs. Hobby, I want to ask you a question: 

In Publie Law 815 as it exists at present, title I provides $3 million 
for a national survey to determine the needs for necessary school 
facilities. 

Secretary Honsy. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Battery. Were you aware of the fact that the Appropriations 
Committee wrote a proviso in there to delete and cover back into the 
Treasury the unexpended balance of that fund that was for making 
this national survey, and | think only about 42 of the 48 States have 
completed their survey. Am I right about that? 

Mr. Littywuaite. Dr. Grigsby has the full information on that. 

Dr. Grigssy. Mr. Bailey, 1 did not come prepared with that 
information. I would like to put it in the record. 

In general, this proposal to rescind the unexpended balance of that 
$3 million which was appropriated under title | would result in 
stopping, so far as Federal matching is concerned, the operation in 
about 24 of the States which are still in the second or long-range phase 
of their survey. 


(Dr. Grigsby subsequently supplied the following information: ) 


The following is a statement of the status of the unexpended funds appropriated 
under title I of Public Law 874. 

As of this date, there is an unexpended balance of $1,367,698 from the $3 million 
appropriated pursuant to the authority of title I of Public Law 815. This un- 
expended balance of $1,367,698 is made up of three items as follows: 

(1) There is $871,738 which the Federal Government has obligated but not yet 
paid to the States in accordance with agreements made under the authority of 
title I of Public Law 815. Since the States have assumed from title I of Publie 
Law 815 that the funds would be available until expended, they have organized 
the school facilities survey in relation to other related State problems, such as, 
school district reorganization and the availability of State matching funds and 
services. 

(2) There is $448,760 which has been allotted to eight States which have not 
yet filed approvable applications for their allotments pursuant to title I of Publie 
Law 815. Two of these States have indicated their intention of filing applica- 
tions for their allotments. It is also possible that some of the other States in this 
group might apply for their allotments later. 

(3) There is $47,200 which has not vet been allotted to the District of Colum- 
bia and to the four Territories in accordance with title I of Publie Law 815. 


Mr. Bariey. I am a trusting soul and I should have learned by 
this time not to trust John Taber and Mr. Busbey. I was finding so 
many things that had to be done to that appropriation bill that I 
failed to turn over to page 30, and a point of order would have settled 
the whole trouble. [I went over to the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee and asked them to delete it. They marked the bill up day 
before yesterday. I have not found out whether they deleted that 
provision or not. I believe the House would agree to it if they did. 

Mr. Barpen. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Barven. | am probably playing a rather unusual role to 
defend the Appropriations Committee Sassaies most of us pick on 
them. But at the same time I think this can be said in their behalf, 
properly so, because the basic law justifying the appropriation 
expired June 30, and if the law upon which that expenditure was 
being made expired, then you would either have to write some law 
in the appropriation bill or I do not think they could legally have 
continued to spend that money in the absence of some law justifying 
it. 

Mr. Littywuire. We can still go on and spend money under 
title II and we assumed we could under title I through 55 or 56 if we 
are still completing this program. 

Dr. Griessy. Title | states: 


There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $3 million to remain 
available until expended. 
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Now, the problem, I think, is whether or not to set a termination 
date on the expenditure of those funds. We recommended to the 
Senate that they set a termination date of June 30, 1954, the end of 
the next fiscal year, as respects those funds. That would provide 
4 years for the survey. 

Mr. Battey. I could not object to that if they will do that, I asked 
them to delete the entire paragraph. 

Dr. Griassy. The difficulty at this point by this recision without 
notice to the States is that they have made plans, 24 of them, to con- 
tinue and complete their survey during the next fiscal vear and they 
would be denied the matching funds that they are counting on for 
that operation. 

Mr. Barpen. Doctor, I expect though that still the reasoning was 
probably based on what I was saying, which was partially incorrect, 
and did not altogether apply, but I happen to know that many of the 
States have proceeded up to a point with this and it leaves it an un- 
finished job. North Carolina happens to be one of those States. 

Have you made available all this information to the Senate com- 
mittee? 

Dr. Griaspy. That is right. 

Mr. Barpren. I do not see how they could cut it off. It is a rather 
foolish thing to build part of a structure and leave part of the roof off. 

Secretary Horpy. It would destroy the effectiveness. 

Mr. Barpen. I would think so. It would simply be an incomplete 
report. 

Mr. Lintywurre. The States applied with the understanding they 
would have this money until they have completed the survey. Now, 
they have submitted their requisitions twice a year and got part of it. 
They are expecting the other part next year. 

Mr. Battey. There is going to be considerable complication for 
some of the States unless it can be corrected. I am sorry because a 
point of order would have killed it on the floor had I caught it. It is 
purely legislation in an appropriation bill, 

I have already expressed privately to Mrs. Hobby my desire to 
cooperate and make this legislation workable. I just do not want 
to see it work too great a hardship because the Government cannot 
afford to shift its direct responsibility. I am only going to raise 
questions where I can keep from hurting someone too much. 

Secretary Horny. Thank you, Mr. Bailey. 

Chairman MecConneuu. Mrs. Hobby, | wish to express to you our 
pleasure in having you before us today. 1 know I also express the 
feelings very definitely of the other members of the subcommittee 
and we appreciate vour helpful comments. 

Secretary Horsy. I appreciate very much being allowed to come, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McConnexu. This will conclude the hearings for today. 
We will resume tomorrow morning at 10 a.m. 

Dr. Rall I. Grigsby, Acting Commissioner, Office of Education, 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, will be here, and 
Mr. B. Alden Lillywhite, Director, Division of School Assistance in 
Federally Affected Areas, of the Office of Education, Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, will be witnesses. They were helpful 
today and we look forward to quite a long session with them tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., a recess was taken until 10 a. m., 
Thursday, June 11, 1953.) 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON Epucation AnD Lanor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 429, 
House Office Building, Hon. Samuel K. McConnell, Jr. (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives McConnell, Holt, Frelinghuysen, Barden, 
Lueas, and Bailey. 

Present also: Representative Powell. 

John O. Graham, chief clerk; Fred G. Hussey, minority clerk; 
Edward A. McCabe, general counsel; Jock Hoghland, assistant general 
Counsel; Russell C. Derrickson, chief investigator; and Ben H. 
Johnson, investigator. 

Chairman McConneuu.* The hearing will please come to order. 

The first witness this morning is Dr. Rall 1. Grigsby, Acting Com- 
missioner, Office of Education. 

Mr. Grigsby, I notice you have a statement here. Are you planning 
to read it? 


STATEMENT OF RALL I. GRIGSBY, ACTING COMMISSIONER, 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION (ACCOMPANIED BY B. ALDEN LILLY- 
WHITE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN 
FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS, AND JOHN F. HUGHES, ASSIS- 
TANT TO DIRECTOR, SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS, 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION), DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA- 
TION, AND WELFARE 


Dr. Griassy. Mr. Chairman, I have two statements. One re- 
lates to the extension of Public Law 815 and one to 874. 1 will be 
glad to either read them or put them in the record and go on from there 
with such questions as you care to raise. 

Chairman McConne i. | think I will leave it to your judgment, 
Doctor, as to the best way you think you should present your state- 
ment. Tf you think it will be better for the committee and an under- 
standing of the matter to read it, then you may read it, or do other- 
wise, 

Dr. Griessy. I think it will suggest some clues for questions to 
the committee perhaps if 1 will just read it. 


Chairman McConne All right. 
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Dr. Grigspy. I shall begin with the statement on the possible 
extension to Public Law 815. 

As a result of extensive inquiries conducted by the House Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor, the Sist Congress enacted Public 
Law 815 in September 1950. This law was specifically designed to 
provide Federal assistance to local communities which had incurred 
a backlog of school construction requirements because of the large 
influx of children of families which had migrated to and remained m 
defense areas during and after World War Il. These communities 
had suffered a twofold impact on their tax structure. On the one 
hand large areas of land and other real property had been removed 
from local tax rolls by Federal acquisition for defense and other 
activities, and at the same time large numbers of additional families 
moved in to these communities to man Federal projects. The result- 
ing burden of financing the construction of new school facilities was 
more than these communities could meet with their own local resources. 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS UNDER THE ACT 


This law has gone a long way toward accomplishing its objective. 
It was a timely piece of legislation, carefully drawn, and it has worked 
well. A total of 1,128 school districts submitted applications and 
940 of them were found to be eligible for Federal assistance totaling 
$460 million. The eligible districts submitted applications request- 
ing funds for construction or reimbursement in the amount of $388 
mulion of this entitlement. A total of $341,500,000 has been ap- 
propriated by the Congress for this program, of which $48,380,000 
was allotted to build school facilities on Federal property under 
section 204, and temporary facilities under section 203. The remain- 
ing amount of approximately $292 million available for allocation to 
school districts will have provided, when construction is completed, 
approximately 12,800 classrooms in approximately 730 local school 
districts, and these will house approximately 396,000 schoolchildren. 
When the section 203 and 204 projects are included, the total will be 
approximately 14,500 classrooms housing 440,000 children. This 
program has assisted the local school districts over a most difficult 
period and has aided the national defense effort in a very significant 
way. 

LOCAL PARTICIPATION 


The Federal funds have met on the average 73 percent of the cost 
of school facilities built under this program. The local school dis- 
tricts have met the other 27 percent from local funds. Many dis- 
tricts with entitlements constructed facilities housing federally con- 
nected and other children entirely from their own resources. 

That accounts, Mr. Chairman, for the discrepancy between the 
$460 million of entitlement and the $388 million of requested assistance 
within the entitlement. 

Chairman McConne.u. Before you go on, did they of their own 
volition go ahead and construct these facilities with their local funds 
or did they realize they would not obtain the necessary money and 
because of that situation they decided to go ahead on their own? 

Dr. Grigssy. In some cases I think there was not an understanding 
that they might be able to secure the money. In other cases the 
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need was urgent and they had the local funds and they went ahead 
on housing the children because of the delays incident to the approval 
of Federal funds. You will recall that the appropriations came along 
piecemeal and in the beginning the first appropriation permitted this 
to go only a short distance down on the priority list in terms of 
urgency of need. 

Chairman McConne.i. Would you say that applied to a large 
proportion of the amounts not received? You name here the dis- 
crepancy of $460 million and $388 million. Would you say that the 
large proportion of that was supplied by local funds because of the 
imperative nature of the demands and the fact they were having 
delays and were not sure they would receive any money from the 
Federal Government? 

Dr. Gricspy. That is the impression I have. 

Mr. Littywuirr. Yes. You see, the law says a school district, may 
receive reimbursement up to the amount of its entitlement or the 
number of these federally connected children it has housed, with school 
facilities constructed since 1939. 

So some of them had built during the period, Congressman, but a 
large number of them had faced this situation and after the law was 
passed in September 1952, waited to get an allotment, and they could 
not get the allotment because there was $23 million the first go round 
we had, then they got $50 million. They could not wait. The new 
impacts came on, so they built. 

I do not know what proportion it is, but they went ahead and built, 
actually some of them did not know they could not get the money to 
help build. They just went ahead and built and found they could not 
get it because they had already started construction. 

There were some of the situations that existed. Now, back to the 
$71 million. I think that is evidence of very good faith on the part 
of these school districts. Here districts had this total of $460 million 
in entitlement. They submitted projects only to cover $388 million 
of that. 

In other words, everybody did not submit a project to cover every 
dime of what they had coming. It seems to me a lot of them used 
reasonable discretion in submitting projects to cover only what they 
needed to house their children. I know 2 or 3 districts that had lots 
of entitlement, but they had schools. Why should they just ask for 
Federal money when they did not need it? 

So to me it is strong evidence of good faith on the part of school 
districts in asking only what they needed to house these children. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I am just wondering on that point, though, 
the extent to which the districts which did construct schools without 
Federal aid are now claiming reimbursement. All of those districts 
would be entitled to reimbursement under the provisions of this act. 

Mr. Littywuire. Only if they have entitlement under the law. 

Mr. Frevincuvysen. [am talking about the $460 million, all those 
districts would be entitled under the law, total of 1,128 school clistricts. 

Mr. Littywuire. The total amount requested for construction on 
the whole $388 million, about $23 million of that ts for reimbursement. 

Mr. Only $23 million? 

Mr. Littywarre. Only $23 million for reimbursement including 
those that had constructed earlier and those that had to construct 
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during the period when the law was in effect when they had the pros- 
pect of getting money. 

Mr. FrevinGHuyseNn. How do you account for the fact that more 
are not applying for reimbursement is they are entitled to it under the 
law? 

Mr. Littywuire. I do not know if I can account for it. I say there 
is only $71 million more that could have been picked up that they did 
not apply for it under their entitlement. 

Mr. FrRevinGuuysen. How well does the reimbursement arrange- 
ment work? 

Mr. Littywuire. It has not worked at all. 

Mr. FrevinGuuysen. No one has been reimbursed, you mean? 

Mr. Littywuarre. That is right. 

Mr. FrevinGuuysen. Are you suggesting that is a poor arrange- 
ment? 

Mr. Lintywaire. No. I think that was a sound provision to put 
in the law to say that vou satisfied the request for construction before 
you satisfied the request for reimbursement. In other words, if they 
built facilities and housed their children, it was proper in my opinion 
to house the children in the other districts before you paid back to 
anvbody who had already spent their money. 

Now, it might not be any fairer to a local school district but at 
least you got the children im classrooms, that did not have any, first 
before vou paid anybody back. 

Dr. Griessy. I think the answer to vour question specifically is 
that we did not know what part of that $71 million in unclaimed 
entitlement was due to the lack of understanding on the part of the 
districts that submitted applications, that they might have claimed 
entitlement in terms of reimbursement, had they so desired. And 
what part of it was due to the fact that they did not choose to raid the 
Federal Treasury for reimbursement payment since they had their 
children properly housed when this law came along. 

Mr. FrevincuvyseN. There is not much chance of raiding it. 
There is not much chance of getting vour claim honored, the bills 
being paid, until after all the unhoused children are housed and all 
those things. 

Mr. Lintywarre. I think some of it was the result of school districts 
actually not knowing what todo. We have a couple of situations right 
now where they had unhoused children. They had unhoused children 
when this law was still in effect. They got one project approved, but 
they have more entitlement. They could get the money but they just 
never submitted more than one project. | think some of it was a lack 
of knowledge of what to do on the part of the school district, a very 
small part of it. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. The amount of construction that was done 
prior or without Federal assistance seems surprisingly small. The 
problem must have been very acute well before September of 1950. 

Mr. Lirtywuire. The next sentence will give you the figure, sir. 

Mr. FrevinGuuysen. Maybe we should wait. 

Mr. Littywatre. That amount that he read, the 27 percent, is 
simply what they put into projects approved under this program 
and does not take into account anything they did on their own without 
this program. 
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Mr. FreninGuuysen. Maybe we should hear the testimony before 
we ask too many questions, I guess. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. Frelinghuysen, let me interpose a thought at this 
point. That is a matter that this committee is going to have to give 
careful consideration to so that injustice will not be done. In some 
of the instances where these distriets went ahead, they bonded to their 
capacity and tied their finances up for a period of 30 years and they 
are going to be on the spot if they want to do any new building 
because they are absolutely helpless unless they get this Federal reim- 
bursement. 

Mr. FrevinGuvysen. You think the ones that went ahead on their 
own would be entitled to some consideration? 

Mr. Battey. Certainly. They exhausted their bonding capacity 
for 25 or 30 vears and they are helpless to meet any emergency or 
any ordinary increase. 

Mr. Frevinguvuysen. That is all, Mr. Chairman, 

Chairman McConne Proceed. 

Dr. Gricspy. Federally atfected districts had already spent over 
$550 million of their own funds to construct school facilities during 
and after World War I] and prior to passage of this act. Many of 
these districts had reached the limit of their taxing and borrowing 
ability and were dependent on Federal funds to house additional 
children entering their schools as a result of activities of the Federal 
Government. 

PRIORITY SYSTEM 


Since funds appropriated to carry out the purpose of Public Law 
815 have never been sufficient to pay the full entitlements under the 
law, it has been necessary for the Office of Education to allocate funds 
on the basis of a priority system which is in accordance with the 
relative urgency of need requirement of the law. In general this 
priority system has resulted in the allocation of funds to school dis- 
tricts in the order of rank based on percentages of federally-connected 
children and ‘unhoused” children. “Unhoused’’ children were 
defined as those in excess of 110 percent of the normal capacity of the 
usable school facilities. Allocations were made to cover only the 
cost of minimum school facilities rather than complete school facilities 
for unhoused children as thus defined, thereby spreading the available 
funds as far as possible. 


PRESENT STATUS OF APPROPRIATIONS 


As stated above, eligible school districts have submitted valid 
applications requiring $388,630,000 in Federal funds for which 
$292.370,000 has been set aside from the total appropriations. The 
remaining funds in the amount of $48,380,000 have been set aside for 
school construction on Federal property under direct Federal super- 
vision where no local ageney could accept responsibility for construe- 
tion. Thus, there remain applications for some $96 million in Federal 
funds for unfinanced projects of which the sum of $71 million represents 
school buildings which have not been constructed and the balance of 
$25 million represents reimbursement requests for schools built from 
local funds in advance of an allocation of Federal funds. 
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Mr. Bartey. You used the expression “unfinanced projects.’’ 
Unfinanced from a Federal standpoint or unfinanced from the local 
standpoint? 

Dr. Griassy. From the Federal standpoint. They were valid 
part 2 applications. 

Mr. Battey. Could you tell the committee what percentage of 
those $92 million that is unfinanced, what those districts have done 
themselves? Have they made any effort to raise any money by 
special levies or bond issues and are now facing the situation of not 
getting anv Federal aid? Have you explored those situations to know 
what the districts themselves did? 

Dr. Gricssy. As I understand it, Mr. Bailey, that sum refers to 
valid applications for construction projects which were submitted but 
on the basis of the number of unhoused children could not be reached 
on a priority schedule. They had in effect housed their children, at 
least up to the point of utilization of the existing facilities to 110 
percent of the capacity and had no remaining unhoused children but 
they did have valid construction projects before. 

Mr. Baitey. Were they sufficiently equipped without any new 
construction? Have they done any new construction themselves and 
have they made any arrangement to match local funds in the hope 
sat they would get those entitlements? What is the situation in 
those 207 districts? 

Mr. Lituywuire. | think this is the situation: We have not made 
a study of each one of them but the very fact that all federally 
connected children were housed would argue that they had already 
done it themselves. Therefore, they could not get any money under 
the priority system because they had no unhoused children. So that 
I think on the surface of it, most of them had gone ahead on their own 
and bonded their school districts and built the facilities, built a 
large part of them. 

Of course, some of the federally affected districts that got money 
had already reached their bonding capacity but they still had sue 
a burden. Here are school districts that had met the unhoused 
situation. If they did not have any federally connected children, 
they would not have had any entitlement. Obviously, they had it. 
So they did the job. I think that is the best answer we can give at 
this point. 

Mr. Baitry. Very well. 

Dr. Gricssy. These reimbursement requests are in the lowest 
priority group for the allocation of Federal funds under the terms of 
the present act. Under the relative urgency of need priorities for 
allocation of this money, a little over 300 school districts have received 
allocations of their full entitlements, approximately 400 others have 
received part of their entitlements, and the remaining districts have 
not received any of their entitlements. 


NEW IMPACTS 


While much has been accomplished under this act, some serious 
problems still remain. When the law was being written the Korean 
conflict was just beginning, and the tremendous defense buildup to 
follow in its wake was not anticipated and was not provided for in 
the law. Since the act provided that only those pupils in average 
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daily attendance through June 30, 1952, could be counted for en- 
titlement purposes, communities which have had continuing defense 
impacts could not receive assistance for the housing of federally 
connected children coming to their schools after that date. The 
committee is aware of the fact that defense expenditures have climbed 
steadily since 1951 and, it appears, are just now reaching their peak. 
Many communities did not experience this new impact until after 
June 1952 and have had no aid. In many other communities that 
received some assistance under Public Law 915, an increasing number 
of federally connected children have entered, and will be entering, 
their schools since June 1952 and there are insufficient sources of 
revenue to provide new facilities. 

The Office has attempted to assess the need for additional school 
facilities in federally affected areas by means of a questionnaire sent 
to all local school districts where federally caused enrollment increases 
were believed to have occurred since June 1952. The materials 
which we have prepared for study by the committee members will 
reveal the results of this survey. Suffice it to say at this point that, 
of more than 1,200 school districts replying to the questionnaire 
841 reported that they expected federally-caused enrollment increases 
resulting in substantial numbers of unhoused schoolchildren by the 
end of fiscal vear 1954. 


MAIN FEATURES OF THE NEW PROPOSAL 


The proposal now before you is directed toward a solution of the 
problem of this continued Federal impact. In drafting this proposal 
we have sought to retain the basic framework of the existing law 
with its objective formula approach which has worked well and 
which the Office and the school districts have come to understand. 
We have incorporated the basic concepts and definitions written in 
the present law and have added some of the regulatory procedures 
that have had to be adopted under the present law. The various 
changes and additions suggested are based on our experience in 
administering the provisions of Public Law 815 in its original form. 
At the same time, extreme care has been taken to provide for the 
distribution of Federal funds in a way to assure the maximum amount 
of school facilities at the lowest possible cost to the Federal Govern- 
ment, and to encourage maximum local participation. In this state- 
ment we shall indicate briefly the major points of comparison between 
this proposal and Public Law 815. The details are covered in the 
materials which have been provided to the members of this committee. 


ENTITLEMENT AND MAXIMUM PAYMENT 


Public Law 815 provided that each school district was entitled to 
receive an amount of Federal assistance determined by the formula 
set forth in the act. This entitlement in effect constituted a claim on 
the Federal Government for payment of the amount so determined. 
There has been objection from some quarters to the establishment in 
the law of such a claim because it would seem to limit the discretion 
of Congress in the matter of appropriations. The new law eliminates 
the concept of a school district having ‘entitlement,’ and sets up 
in its stead a ceiling on the amount that can be paid to any district. 
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This ceiling cannot be construed as a claim on the United States for 
future appropriations. It will be up to Congress to determine each 
year how much shall be appropriated. This maximum payment is 
further limited to sufficient funds to construct minimum. school 
facilities for unhoused children. These provisions are consistent with 
the actual administration of Publie Law 815. 

Mr. Baitey. You assume then or you are taking the position that 
under Public Law 815 as written and as administered to date there is a 
definite Federal commitment to take care of these entitlements and 
you are proposing in this new legislation not to put Congress under 
obligation to make appropriations equal to the entitlement which the 
districts have been allocated? 

Dr. Griassy. We are proposing in this legislation to narrow if we 
can the gap that has existed between these entitlements as set up in the 
formula of the present act and the actual appropriations that have 
been made under that act. 

In other words, the formula provisions of the proposed new act 
would provide for maximum payments which might or might not 
represent a claim on the Federal Government in the amounts that are 
more nearly what has actually been provided under the regulations 
necessary in this priority of need arrangement. 

Mr. Battery. Do you feel that is a sufficient guarantee to the 
average school district for them to proceed to bond their property 
and lay special levies to make this without having a definite assurance 
from the Government as to what they could get? You are leaving it 
up to Congress to say what the maximum might be. The present 
Congress would take care of the situation, but that might not be true 
of the next Congress. 

Dr. Gricssy. You are in effect, I think, asking me whether I think 
the Congress will keep faith on the appropriation side with the 
commitments that it made on the legislative side. 

Mr. Battey. Mr. Grigsby, if all the legislation put a floor or ceiling 
over the amount of the appropriations, we would be in much better 
position in Congress to have a workable budget. That is what I had 
i mind yesterday when I was asking Mrs. Hobby the proposed appro- 
priations that would be asked for for this legislation. We ought to 
know definitely. 

Chairman McConnetyi. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. Yes. 

Chairman McConnetu. I do not know what your thought is and 
I do not know what the thought of the gentleman in front of us will 
be, but when we sav a maximum, that alwavs implies to me that they 
are not going to get that amount of money. I always have that 
inward reservation in my mind. Would it not be sound if we men- 
tion a maximum, to also state a minimum and give an assurance on 
that minimum? 

Dr. Griessy. T think what the intent is that the maximum and the 
minimum become one and the same. Perhaps the use of the word, 
the choice of the word is not a happy one. 

Chairman McConneuu. You certainly cast a doubt, however, over 
this term “maximum” by your later statements and other sentences. 
You imply they may not get that maximum. The very fact you talk 
about a maximum, to me means that is the nth they might hope for, 
but there is probably doubt as to whether they will get it. 
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Mr. Lirtywaire. This may be the way that oceurs in this new bill. 
A maximum payment is the amount that a school district —the largest 
amount that it might be possible to receive by applving the formula. 

Now, there is the further limitation in the proposal, vou will not 
get that maximum: if you do not have enough unhoused children to 
use that amount. You set up the formula and that is the maximum 
payment and vou further limit it by enough money to house the 
unhoused children. Maybe that is why a maximum occurs in this 
context. 

Mr. Frevineuvysey. 1 am puzzled by the term “ceiling.” Why 
is it called a ceiling and how does it differ from the present arrange- 
ment? 

Dr. Gricspy. It is a ceiling in the same sense that there has been 

a ceiling in actuality under the present arrangement by regulation 
wich regulation set up a priority svstem in which vou get a ‘calcula- 
tion based upon the number of unhoused children and then limit the 
Federal reservation of funds on that project to an amount sufficient 
to provide school facilities, minimum school facilities, for those un- 
housed Federally connected children. 

Mr. Frevincuvysen. So this priority determination, this formula 
system, results in a ceiling. 

Dr. Gricssy. Has in effect resulted in a ceiling related to the num- 
ber of unhoused Federal children and the cost of providing minimum 
school facilities for those children. What we have attempted to 
incorporate in this proposal is to put that regulatory situation into 
the actual statutory language so that there would be no difference 
between the claim that has been recognized under the appropriations 
and the entitlement which had been computed under a formula. 

Mr. Batiuy. There is this thought, if vou will permit me to inter- 
rupt veu, that under the new formula outlined in your proposed new 
legislation vour ceiling is going to be a lot lower than it is under the 
present one. 

Mr. Barpren. When we think we have this question solved that 
we are wrestling with now, do we not then automatically revert to the 
problem that claimed our attention yesterday and that is, you will 
still have a lot of school districts making up their claims and their 
entitlements and can substantiate their entitlements, but vou will not 
have enough money to pay those entitlements and therefore that 
trouble will continue. 

Mr. Littywuaire. I certainly do not think this obviates that, Mr. 
Congressman. I think you are correct. 

Mr. Barpen. We can get on either line and reach a comfortable 
conclusion until that pops up and then we are right back where we 
started. 

Dr. Griaspy. In the language of this proposed revision we reecog- 
nized that possibility by including the formula language as respects 
the priority based upon urgency of need in the event that appropria- 
tions are not adequate. 

Mr. Bariry. You assumed this priority authority, it is not in the 
law, is that right? 

Dr. Griassy. It is in the law, but without definition, without 
spelling out in the law. 

Mr. Littywaire. The requirement that we set up a priority is in 
the law but the kind of system we set up as the scale or measurement 
is not in the law. 
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Mr. Battey. Either one of you two gentlemen may answer it if 
you care to. Suppose you had disregarded your priority system and 
started construction in all of these districts, including the 207 that 
did not get anything, do you think the Congress would have left the 
building halfway completed? Suppose you had come to the Con- 
gress with the proposition that you had 300 school buildings or 275 
school buildings partly constructed and you were out of money, do 
you think Congress would not have supplied funds? 

Mr. Littywurre. I do not think you would have started a school 
building under that arrangement because under State law districts 
could not have started building. Maybe they could have built a 
half classroom or 2% classrooms and some of the big ones would have 
built something else, but it would have been wasteful procedure to 
distribute this money over the eligible school districts on a pro- 
portion basis. 

The first appropriation would have been an extremely small amount 
for each one and very costly process to go through all the procedures 
and let a contract for that and then when another appropriation comes 
along let a contract for the next step. 

Chairman McConne ut. I| will say this, one of the very potent ar- 
guments used by members of the Appropriations Committee to cut 
down the appropriation is the fact that very little money had been 
spent during that particular period. So Mr. Bailey is correct in 
making the assumption he is. 

Mr. Littywuire. This very formula provision we are talking about 
helped delay the speed with which the program got into effect be- 
cause it says if there is not enough money to meet the entitlements, 
you set up a cutoff date. We had to set up a cutoff date far enough 
in advance to let a number of school districts file. You have to give 
them a chance to get their claim in which takes 3 or 4 months. You 
wait for the 4 months. Then you compare everyone that is in there 
and apply the priority system. So 6 months have gone by before 
you can start at all, Congressman. 

Chairman McConne uu. I do not know whether it can be done, but 
I do like the idea of Congress expressing the intent of assuring the 
districts of a minimum amount. I think there is merit to that. It 
is verv hard to plan without knowing what vou are going to get. 
There is no question of that. 

Mr. Barpen. Have we not reached the point, though, that we 
either have to quit fussing with the priority system or come up with 
one of our own? 

Dr. Gricssy. In order to achieve maximum objectivity and to 
eliminate the pressure for large Federal allocations to particular dis- 
tricts, the formula concept in Public Law 815 has been retained in 
this proposal, but it has been revised and adjusted to measure more 
precisely the Federal burden. The rate for maximum Federal pay- 
ments continues to be 95 percent of the cost of constructing minimum 
school facilities for children who live on Federal property with a 
parent employed on Federal property. Forty-five percent of such 
cost per child, rather than 70 percent as was provided in the present 
Public Law 815, is the rate proposed for children with parents who live 
on or work on Federal property. 

Mr. Barney. What percentage of the children involved are in cate- 
gory | where they live on federally owned property? In other words, 
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what part of them qualify for the 95 percent allocation and what part 
for the 45 percent? 

Dr. Gricssy. We have that figure, I believe. in the material 
furnished to the committee. 

Mr. Littywarte. Eight percent are in the category (a) for 95 per- 
cent of the cost and 76 percent are in category (b) that formerly got 
70 percent and now will get 45 percent, and 16 percent are in category 
(c) that formerly got 45 percent and will continue to get 45 percent 
under the proposed formula. 

Mr. Bairey. It is plain then that you are going to have a very 
curtailed program. 

Mr. Lintywuaire. That is right. 

Mr. Bartey. Under your new formula. 

Dr. Griessy. Another way of saying it is that this limitation is 
particularly hard on this category (b) which involves the children of 
parents who either live on or work on Federal property but not both. 
That is where the bulk of the children who have been counted for 
entitlement under the present act falls, as indicated about 76 percent. 
It is at that point that the question arises as to whether or not, as 
explained vesterday, whether or not in terms of the theory, the under- 
lving theory of the bill, namely, that the Federal Government is 
coming in in the role of the local taxpayer and taking his share of the 
cost of providing educational facilities and opportunity in that com- 
munity, whether under that theory and under the theory which in 
general says that local sources of school support come about one-half 
from residential property and one-half from business property, that 
the role of the Federal Government as a local taxpayer should be 
equated in those terms for that category of children rather than on 
the basis of 70 percent, more nearly on the basis of 50 percent. 

Mr. Baitey. Do you mean to say you are getting away from the 
basic idea that the Government take care of the responsibility for 
the impact it caused, get away from that idea and shift over to taking 
the Government end as a taxpayer in the district? 

Dr. Griespy. I had not regarded the two as incompatible. It 
seemed to me that the basic concept both of 874 and of 815 was that 
the Government entered the picture in support of the educational 
activity in the local community in terms of the local taxpayer. 

Mr. Barvey. | agree with you, Dr. Grigsby, that that could apply 
better to Public Law 874 than it does to the construction program. 

Mr. Littywuire. In the 874 program you pay the full local cost 
for the A children. You pay half that amount for the B children. 
That is what you do in 815 for these proposals. You pay the full 
local cost for the A children and half that for the B children. You 
deduct 5 percent in each case, making 95 instead of 100, and 45 in- 
stead of 50. That is the concept. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Dr. Grigsby has just said one of the reasons 
for this new approach, the change in the formula, is to eliminate the 
pressure for the large Federal allocations to particular districts. I 
am wondering why there should be anything particularly if the justi- 
fication is there for large Federal allocations to districts that need 
school facilities. 

Dr. Griassy. I think the’ interpretation of the language I read per- 
haps is not that intended. I think what we are intending to say is 
that we retain the formula concept because it gives a basis for hand- 
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ling this thing, which is absent when you approach the problem en- 
tirely on the basis of a deficieney or lack of funds on the part of the 
local community to construct particular facilities. It is the differ- 
ence between a formula approach and a means test approach for the 
construction of facilities in these federally affected areas. What we 
are trying to sav is that the formula approach has, as one of its virtues, 
that it sets up in the law the basis of the decisions to be made rather 
than leaving a wider area of discretion and the opportunity conse- 
quently for the exertion of pressure in making the judgment or ex- 
ercising the discretion. 

Mr. Lucas. T should like to ask vou some time during vour pres- 
entation, Dr. Grigsby. to give us the benefit of vour views regarding 
a limitation in this bill to Federal appropriations for funds to those 
districts only which have had the Federal Government come into the 
district and remove property from the tax rolls. 

I mean by that that we may be able to obtain greater economy 
and to take eare of the Federal impact by assisting those school 
districts where they have suffered direct injury by action of the 
Government rather than indirect injury. 

If | may apply that by example, I helped in my own congressional 
district and I am not very wise in putting this in the record, 6 or 8 
schools who are receiving help from the Federal Government where 
their residents are working at a large aircraft factory, in one instance 
as far away as 50 miles. The employees of that aircraft factory live 
in this community and they have lived there all their lives. They 
have merely obtained jobs and they are bringing that money back 
into the community to assist the community because they live there. 

There has been no Federal impact on their school, yet they are 
getting money. 

Mr. Littywuirr. Mr. Lucas, that is one of the difficult: problems 
in this law, certainly, but under this 815 nobody got paid, got any 
entitlement unless they had had an increase in their enrollment since 
1939 by Federe! activities. Nobody got any entitlement. You 
could not pay for anything except the difference between their 1939 
ADA and the present. They had to have an increase. Public Law 
874 is different. You do not require an increase in enrollment. But 
vou have the kind of situation where a Federal base comes in and 
maybe takes over a large portion of the taxable property of a given 
school district, but not one person that works in that base or only a 
few of them live in that district. 

Now, if vou paid that district the money, some of these installations 
are valued to a point where they have more money than they needed 
but the district that is really suffering is the one that has got a couple 
of thousand families next to the place where the property is taken 
away. That is the one that is hard hit. 

Now, when you have a place 40 miles away, under the 874 program, 
nobody has moved in there, they have just gone to work over here on 
the base and started to commute. That is different. 

Under the 815 bill, the safeguard you put before, there had to be a 
growth and there had to be federally connected children so the assump- 
tion is that the growth occurred by the Federal employees moving in. 

Mr. Bartey. They had to be unhoused children, too? 

Mr. Littywuire. They did not have to be unhoused to get entitle- 
ment, but they did to get money under the priority system. 
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These patterns do not follow with each situation. 

Is Flower Bluff in your district? 

Mr. Lucas. No. 

Mr. Lintywuire. | was wondering if that aircraft plant is in the 
Flower Bluff school district. 

Mr. Lucas. I never heard of that. 

Mr. Lintywuirer. Flower Bluff is on the edge of Fort Worth next 
to that big plant. 

Mr. Lreas. No, you are wrong. 

Mr. Lirtywarre. The point | am trying to make is that some of 
those little school districts around that big plant out there that do noi 
have the property removed from the tax rolls, have inereased 100 
percent or 200 percent in their school enrollment because of that ploat. 
That is the difficult problem for those school districts. 

Mr. Lucas. I can see we have quite a problem. 

Chairman Proceed, Doctor. 

Dr. Gricssy. The proposal also further restricts the eligibility of 
children in the sudden and substantial increase category—-that is, 
those whose parents neither live ner work on Federal property, but 
who come into the district of Federal activities. Public Law 815 now 
provides that these children who come into an area both as a direct 
and an indirect result of Federal activity may be counted for entitle- 
ment purposes. The new proposal limits the eligibility of children to 
those whose parents come into the district for employment in the 
Federal activity, excluding all increases due to related services—that 
is, community-service personnel involving the grocer and the police 
officers and streetcar conductors and others of that category of per- 
sonnel— besides which, the distriet must also be included in a critical 
defense area as defined by the President before any children in this 
third category may be counted. 

Mr. Battey. Would that also exclude the children of people who 
have lived there all their life?) That is the point that Mr. Lucas just 
raised, 

Dr. Griasny. Yes, in this category (ec). I think the point he was 
raising has to do with the category (b) children of people who work 
on Federal property but live in the same community they have 
always lived in and may come out some distance to the Federal 
property or installation. 

Mr. Baitey. Then you are virtually eliminating what we under- 
stand as category 3? 

Mr. Lintywuirs. Except in critical defense areas. 

Mr. Barney. We had a kind of fringe arrangement before to take 
care of people vou could not otherwise reach, 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I would like to ask a question about this 
critical defense area. 

Why is it necessary to have that determination and who determines 
it in practice that the area is a critical defense area and therefore that 
the children would be eligible? You just say it is defined by the 
President. Is it done for this specific purpose? 

Dr. Griessy. Yes. As the language is drawn in the draft before 
you, it is done by the President. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. What section is that? How do you deter- 
mine whether or not it is critical? 

Mr. Lintywuire. It is on page 6 of the new law, Congressman, 
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Mr. Fre.tincuvuysen. Down at the bottom of page 6. 

Mr. Littywuire. That is correct. 

Dr. Gricssy. Beginning with line 16. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. Now, the description of what constitutes a 
critical defense area is that: 

(i) a new defense plant or installation has been or is to be provided, or an 
existing defense plant or installation has been or is to be reactivated or its opera- 
tion substantially expanded, and 

(ii) substantial in-migration of defense workers or military personnel is required 
to carry Out activities at such plant or installation, and 

(iii) the minimum school facilities required for the free public education or the 
children of such defense workers or military personnel are not available. 

Now, it is only a very recent development. Why do we have to be so 
vareful to define the critical nature of the area before funds can be 
allocated? 

Mr. Lititywuarrer. There has been a concept in effect since Public 
Law 139 was passed, for housing and community facilities that had 
the provision of a critical defense area and the benefits of that bill 
applied in the critical defense areas. Those were the areas where 
defense activities were taking place, where there was a shortage of 
housing and certain other actions took place once it was so declared. 

Now, this does not, Mr. Saperstein informs me, follow the exact 
wording but it follows largely that concept which has been in effect 
in that law for the past 2 or 3 years. 

Dr. Grigsspy. A more direct answer to your question as to why 
this limitation in terms of critical defense areas thus defined is to 
relate this category (c¢) child, where you have the sudden and sub- 
stantial impact by reason of Federal activity to a defense situation, 
defense area, as thus defined in which there is this shortage of school 
facilities. Otherwise under the present law there is a broader area 
of possible Federal activity in which you can count category (c) 
children for purposes of entitlement. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Why can the category not be wider as to 
category (c) children? Why do we have to limit it just to defense 
areas? 

Dr. Gricssy. Because in the main it is believed that that is where 
the Federal responsibility largely exists with respect to sudden and 
substantial impact. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. I see. That is all. 

Mr. Barpen. Doctor, on your critical defense area, who determines 
that? 

Dr. Grigssy. The President. 

Mr. Barpen. Are we not fixing to foul up the situation? You 
have this critical defense area tangled up with the rent-control situa- 
tion. It may be involved in something else. 

Now, I much prefer some schoolman taking the facts and deter- 
mining whether it is a critical defense area as it relates to the school 
situation than for someone else to determine that is a critical defense 
area for rent control or for some other motive that may be pushing it. 

Do you see what I have in mind? 

Dr. Gricspy. Yes. 

Mr. Barpen. I much prefer schoolmen taking the actual facts and 
figures and reaching their own conclusion than I would for it to be 
declared a defense area by the President who acts upon recommenda- 
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tion made by others who have something absolutely different in mind 
from the school situation. 

Dr. Griassy. It was for that reason, Mr. Barden, that this lan- 
guage is not tied to the language of any other legislation. 

Mr. Barpen. But if you use that as the criteria, the net result 
would be the same because I can visualize an area where you would 
probably need rent control and vet you may have a million-dollar 
school building half full. 

Dr. Griesry. The criteria are similar but not identical. I would 
assume we would be asked to present through appropriate channels a 
recommended list of such critical defense areas for purposes of this 
particular act. 

Mr. Barpen. Why submit it to the President? Why do we not 
say what we mean in the legislation? When you have this situation, 
that situation, the other situation, that is it. 

Dr. Grigssy. | believe that determination in terms of the criteria 
you set out in the act would be made by the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion or whoever is administering the act. 

Mr. Barpen. Certainly. He is in 10 times better position to do it 
than the President or some military officer. The more I see of their 
business operations the less I think of their business judgment. They 
are good military men and know how to fight a war and they are 
wonderful fellows and all that. You and I try to be good fellows, 
but we would not make good surgeons at Walter Reed Hospital. 
You are a doctor and | am not, but I still would not trust vou with a 
knife on me. 

Mr. Bartey. Mr. Chairman, there is another thought, too, the 
right of the President to set up critical areas carried with the right also 
to declare the area not critical; that is, to remove the status. What 
would be the situation of the school board under this present cutback 
of $5 billion in defense spending? Supposing the Defense Secretary 
deactivates one of their defense installations, the President removes 
the status of critical area, where would it leave the school situation 
on the basis of the President’s authority to declare it a critical area? 

Dr. Griassy. I would suppose for the year that occurs. 

Mr. BartLry. That is sure to happen under a cutback program. 

Dr. Griassy. The situation and the entitlement would not be 
affected. 

Mr. Battery. You mean it would not be affected when it ceased to 
be a critical defense area? 

Dr. Griassy. In the vear in which the application was made. 

Mr. Battey. You could write language in there fixing the date when 
it would cease to be entitled to Federal compensation but just to make 
it a general proposition—they could not qualify unless they were a 
critical defense area—would lea.l us into difficulty. If we were on an 
increased program of defense activities, it would not make any differ- 
ence, but we are facing a situation of where we are going to eliminate 
some of our defense installations. So vou had better give that some 
little thought. 

Chairman McConne tt. Go ahead, Doctor. 

Dr. Griessy. Further, the bill requires that if the growth in mem- 
bership of non-Federal children between June 1952 and June 1954 
is less than 10 percent of the membership of such children in 1951-52, 
the number of children by which such increase is less than such 10 per- 
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cent shall be deducted from the number of Federal children before 
counting Federal children toward the school district’s maximum 
paviment, 

That one you will recall we discussed at some length vesterday. 
[t is in effect an absorption factor as related to the normal expected 
increase in enrollment throughout the country nationwise of 10 
percent in this 2-year period, the presumption being that if that gen- 
eral increase does not occur as respects non-Federal children in a 
particular locality, that to that extent the number of children they 
may count in the federally connected category for entitlement would 
be reduced by the different eligibility under the new provisions based 
on a specified percentage growth over the 2-vear period, June 1952 
to June 1954, in the number of children of parents living or working 
on Federal property. In order to be eligible for assistance under 
sections 305 (a) (1) and 305 (a) (2) the school district must have a 
growth in federally connected children equal to 5 percent of the total 
membership in 1951-52, and must have a minimum of 20 children 
in each section. 

Under section 305 (a) (3) children whose parents come into the 
district during the period as a direct result of Federal activities, 
but who do not reside or work on Federal property—the eligibility 
requirement is a minimum of 20 additional children and this growth 
must represent 10 percent of total membership. School districts in 
this latter category must also be in a critical defense area and must 
have incurred an undue financial burden due to Federal activities. 

These eligibility provisions can be compared to the present re- 
quirements that all federally connected children in the district must 
equal 15 and constitute 5 percent of the total current average daily 
attendance under the first 2 categories. 

In the third category of federally connected children whose parents 
do not live or work on Federal property the eligibility requirements 
under the present law are 20 children and 10 percent of the total 
average daily attendance. 

In addition, the present law requires that the school distriet show 
some growth in school attendance between the school year 1938-39 
and the year of application for children whose parents live or work on 
Federal property and such growth must be 110 percent of the 1939 
attendance for the third category of children. 

Mr. Battny. Will that not virtually eliminate category 3? 

Dr. Griassy. It cuts it down very substantially. I think in the 
material we provided the committee, we indicated a reduction of about 
from 90,000 children to 37,000 children. It is over 50 percent reduc- 
tion. It would be about 60 percent reduction in that category (¢) in 
the number of children who could be counted. 

Mr. Bartny. That is all T had in mind, Mr. Chairman, 

Dr. Gricssy. Another important “change i in the new proposal is in 
the counting of children on a “membership” rather than on an 
“average daily attendance” basis. This will permit the district to 
count all children who will be enrolled in school in June 1954 rather 
than the average attendance of pupils over the full school year 1953-54. 
This provision is more equitable for those districts which have a 
constantly rising school enrollment throughout the year such as is now 
occurring in defense-impacted districts, and is more pertinent because 
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it is the number of children enrolled in school for which facilities must 
be provided rather than the number in average daily attendance. 

Mr. Hott. What do you mean by membership, is it enrolled for a 
vear or estimated? 

Dr. Gricspy. In terms of the language of the act it is subject to 
a State definition, if there is one; and if there is not, to the Commis- 
sioner’s definition. 

Membership ordinarily involves the child being on the rolls until he 
is dropped for a known reason. It varies somewhat in some States 
and in some areas | think they will drop a child from the rolls who 
is absent for 2 weeks. In other cases they may carry him until 
they get a definite report as to what has happened, whether he has 
actually withdrawn and moved to another community, and so on. 

Mr. Hour. The State definition of membership would vary? 

Dr. Griassy. It might varv somewhat, just as average daily 
attendance is left to the State determination or definition in the 
present act. 

Mr. Hour, Thank vou. 


SCHOOL FACILITIES FOR INDIAN CHILDREN 


Dr. Gricssy. The proposed legislation also contains a new title 
(1V), which ts intended to solve a federally caused educational prob- 
lem facing a number of local school districts which Public Law 815 
has not solved because of its requirement for growth in school at- 
tendance since 1939. ‘This is the problem of providing school facilities 
primarily for Indian children living on tax-exempt Indian lands and 
attending public schools. 

In a report to this office, the Arizona State superintendent of 
public instruction said: 

Arizona is a large State, sparsely populated, but second to all Western States 
in growth the past few years. ‘Taxes for the operation of school districts within 
our State are exceedingly high; our assessed valuation is comparatively low. 
Within Arizona 69.16 percent is Federal and comprised of Indian reservations, 
park service, national parks, and so forth, and 14.74 percent is State-owned land, 
leaving 16.10 percent taxable for the operation of schools, by our State, county, 
and local governments; therefore, the inability of our State to assume total 
responsibility for education of these Navaho children. 

Mr. Barpen. Let me ask you something about that Navaho situa- 
tion. I have seen some statements in the paper and pictures, and so 
forth. How many schools do they now have out there? Have you 
or Mr. Lillywhite actually been there to see? 

Mr. Lintywuire. Mr. Congressman, [| spent one summer of my 
college days on the Navaho Reservation studying the Indians. There 
are 12,000 of them that are not in any schools at all because there are 
no schools. 

Now, I do not think this proposal is intended to go in and put them 
all in school. The report from which this quotation is taken shows 
the impossibility of getting them in schools, even if you built a school, 
until roads are built to the school and some other things are taken 
care of. 

What is intended to be done under this proposal is to take the 
local school districts, the public schools under the State law that are 
accepting these Indian children. As you know, they are trying to cut 
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out the Indian schools, the federally operated Indian schools and 
move these children into the normal school and community situation. 

Now, this would provide assistance to those public schools that are 
taking these children or want to take them if they had the facilities, 
to build enough school facilities to take them. 

Obviously, you do not get into the interior of the reservation. 
I suppose in some cases it would be those places where you have an 
established community and the school to go along and a number of 
these Indian children. 

Mr. Barpen. Every time I hear of the Navaho Indians and think 
of the situation in Puerto Rico, it is embarrassing to me and should be 
to any good American citizen. That is exactly the way I feel about it. 
We lift our sights and look 4,000 miles across the ocean and pour 
money here and there, and as to our own people, and Puerto Rico is a 
part of the United States, when you see a school down there with 1 
teacher to 105 pupils in the school and even though they have com- 
pulsory school laws, if they were to enforce them they could not put 
them in the buildings 2 deep, I am amazed at how we can so easily 
glide over a situation like that. It bothers me. 

Mr. Battey. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from North Carolina 
is finished, there is a situation that I think should be called to the 
attention of the committee. 

Back in 1945 in my first term in Congress I was a member of the 
Indian Affairs Committee. Now, we set up an Indian Claims Com- 
mission to adjudicate all the claims of the Indians against the Gov- 
ernment. It was the declared intention in that legislation at the end 
of 10 years when this Commission had to report their settlement of 
these claims that the legislation would be presented to do away with 
the Indians as wards of the Government and declaring them all 
citizens. 

Now, this program that you are talking about should lead up to 
the situation where there will cease to be Indian schools and cease 
to be reservations and the Government-owned property on which the 
Indians live will be subject to taxation and they will be normal citizens 
like the rest of the residents of Arizona. 

Mr. Littywurre. I do not know whether you can set the goal so 
high. Certainly it is a move in that direction. It provides for facili- 
ties for the children to go to school in regular public schools. 

Mr. Bartey. That is, the only way you will ever civilize them and 
educate them to be good American citizens in the future is to bri 
them into the schools and integrate them along with our attend 
Americans. 

Mr. Littywuirts. These letters come in every day. One came in 
esterday. They have 150 children in a school in a community. 
hey are closing the Indian school and they are expecting an adds. 

tional 150 next year. 

Those are the exact situations. I think the assessed valuation in 
that entire community is $15,000. 

Mr. Hour. Where is that community? 

Mr. Lititywuire. I would have to get the facts on it. It was a 
letter yesterday. It is Montana or Wyoming. 

Mr. Hour. I am interested in the specific areas regarding}Indians 
because I would like to check on the program on ocunaiiat by the 
Indian Affairs Bureau. 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 123 


Mr. Littywuire. They cannot do any construction. 

Mr. Hott. I note you mention here a public-roads program would be 
necessary also in some areas. 

Mr. Littywuire. The information we have is not too full on 
Indians, but the State superintendent in Arizona undertook to make a 
survey through the other State departments for us. He made a 
very complete report. I mean without too much in facilities. That 
is the information we have mainly. That was a quotation from part 
of his report as to the situation that existed. 

Mr. Hour. I would be interested in having some examples. 

Dr. Griagssy. That material to some extent is in the figures given 
you. 

Mr. Ho rt. I was thinking of specific communities. 

Mr. Littywuire. The final details did not get into the survey from 
California. I was talking to the State superintendent and they will 
have some problems but not so many. 

(The information referred to was subsequently supplied, and is as 
follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpucATION, AND WELFARE, 
June 12, 1953. 
Hon. Josernu F. Hour 3d, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hott: At the hearings before the subcommittee on Thursday, June 
11, you requested information on specifie districts that would be affected by the 
proposed title IV to Public Law 815. The attached list, which has also been 
submitted for the committee record, shows districts in seven States which have 
been reported to this office. California was not one of the States which submitted 
a report. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE, 
Associate Director for Federally Affected Areas. 


Estimated number of Indian children living on tax-exempt Indian lands and eligible 
for public school membership for whom school facilities are needed and amount of 
Federal funds required, by State and school district (as reported by 7 State 
departments of education), Apr. 30, 1953 


of 
dren for whom . 
State and district responsible for providing education additiona] | 4mountof Federal 
school facilities | funds needed 
are needed } 


| 


Pima Indian Reservation: 
210 96, 000 
West section Re 


Maricopa Indian Reservation: 

Salt River and Fort McDowell Reservation___._..-____- 300 150, 000 

Navaho Indian Reservation: 

Chinle No. 24. _- 500 1, 200, 000 

Lukachuki-____- 330 700, 000 

Ganado No. 19. 300 300, 000 

Window Rock, Co; 500 1, 200, 000 

Hopi Indian Reservation: Oraibi high school. _--.--.-..--___} 200 600, 000 


} 110, 808 


*lummer 


departments of education), Apr. 30, 1953—Conti 
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Estimated number of Indian children living on tax-exempt Indian lands and eligible 
for public school membership Sor whom school facilities are needed and amount of 
Federal funds required, by State and school district (as reported by seven State 


State and district responsible for providing education 


Nett Lake_- 
Red Lake... 
Vineland _.......- 


Glacier County: 
Old yore District No.7 
Babb District No. 8 af 
Browning District No. 9. 


District No. 6 


Lame Deer 

Lodge Grass District No. 27 
Lake County: 

Arlee District No. 8.......----- 

Elmo District No, 22......-.-- 
Sanders County: 

Dixon District No. 9 

Hot Springs, District No. 14-- 
Blaine County: 

Harlem District No. 12 

Hays, District No. 14 
Phillips County: Zortman District No. 5 
Roosevelt County: 

Culbertson District No. 17 

Wolf Point District No. 45 

Brockton District No. 55_- 
Sheridan County: Medicine Lake District No. 7. 
Hill County: 

Box Elder District No. 13- 

Havre District No. 16_- 


Nevada, total 


Dresslerville 
Duckwater__- 
Fernley 
Pt. MeDermitt__ 
Natchez__- = 

Ruby V: alley 
Swayne (Duck Valley, Owyhee) 
Yumba 


New Mexico, total. 


Fort Defiance area. 
Shiprock area. 
Toadlena area 
Wingate area 

Albuquerque area 


Wisconsin, total __- 


No. 1 Sanborn 
Jt. 1 Crandon et al__- 
Jt. 2 Black River Falls et al 
No. 2 Oneida 


Jt. Couderay 

Hayward UF 
Shawno high. school 

Jt. land Jt. 5 Bowler UFHS.. 
Jt.l Reservation 


No. 6 Hobart 


Antigo high school. 
Jt. 1 Arbor Vitae, Woodruff 


nued 
Number of 
dren for whom | 
additional | 
school facilities | unds needec 
are needed 
453 | 675, 000 
110 | 165, 000 
235 | 395, 000 
108 115, 000 
2, 085 | 1, 370, 000 
77 | 35, 000 
29 | 2, 000 
390 | 300, 000 
200 | 114, 000 
| 75 | 60, 000 
109 | 26, 000 
5, 000 
42 90, 000) 
24 | 18, 000 
| 240 50, 000 
105 150, 000 
85 60, 000 
| 21 | 20 
16 | 10, 000 
237 | 225, 000 
60 | 40, 000 
15 | 30, 000 
50 | 35, 000 
190 100, 000 
45 | 630, 000 
40 | 30, 000 
40 45, 000 
45, 000 
105 | 150, 000 
80 | 100, 000 
15 15, 000 
| 75 | 200, 000 
35 | 45, 000 
8, 963 9, 503, 554 
2,141 | 1, 978, 000 
3, 383 3. 008, 000 
1, 432 | 1, 311, 000 
1, 385 2) 816, 554 
622 | 390, 000 
1, 161, 850 
205 | 300, 000 
59 90, 000 
58 90, 000 
39 60, 000 
20 30, 000 
| 47 75, 000 
| 76 115, 000 
| () 122, 850 
112 168) 000 
| 22 | 33, 000 
32 43, 000 
| 20 30, 000 
| 16, 451 19, 523, 834 


) Report states “application made and granted.” 
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Mr. Battery. At this point might I inquire of Mr. Lillywhite, since 
he spent some time there, are their villages a fixed location or do they 
roam about from place to place? If their habitation is permanent, 
more or less permanent, would not that little one-room school be 
adequate and not attempt to consolidate, which would require a 
system of roads to go along with it? 

Mr. LILLYwHite. There : are large areas between these small hogans. 
Certainly other areas are different from the ones I was in in New 
Mexico and Arizona. The population is not very great in one of 
these areas. They usually make their living by running a small flock 
of sheep and they have to have a lot of area to do it. There are some 
places where there is a little more concentration. Around Window 
Rock is one of the headquarters of the Indian Service. 

Now, they have a number of Federal emplovees there and they 
have set up headquarters. A large number of Indians are employed, 
the tribal council there set up a school district under the laws of 
Arizona and they have a school. They had a couple of rooms. We 
built them one under 204 because it was on Federal land. We built 
3 or 4 of those, but we could not go out in all these other areas. 

I do not know what the full solution is, Congressman Bailey. Some 
of those people that have worked with it longer out in those States 
certainly are more acquainted with it. We felt here that as to those 
established communities that were taking the children in, that were 
on the edge of Federal lands, we could certainly do something to solve 
it by building school facilities for them. 


EXPIRATION DATE 


Dr. Griassy. Under the present proposal, children can be counted 
who are expected to be enrolled in school by June 30, 1954, and all 
applications must be submitted by that date. This is in effect an 
extension of Public Law 815 with the changes noted covering increases 
during a 2-vear period but applications must be submitted within the 
fiscal year 1954. An additional year is provided in which appcopria- 
tions can be made and additional time is authorized for completing 
the construction. It is possible that there will be new Federal impacts 
occurring after June 30, 1954, and the peak of Federal activities in 
situations such as the Atomic Energy Commission project in Ohio will 
not have been reached by that date. They will not be covered by 
this proposal. However, extension of the law to that date will cover 
most of the major problems that can now be foreseen. 

That completes the prepared statement on 815. 

Chairman McConneuu. Any questions on 815 before we move on 
to 874? 

Mr. Barpen. Let me ask one question on 815. 

Chairman McConneuu. Mr. Barden. 

Mr. Barpen. What have you done in your proposed law with 
reference to Puerto Rico? 

; Dr. Gricssy. Puerto Rico is included, as I understand it, in the 
aw. 

Mr. Linuywuire. I made a trip earlier when the law was set up. 
As you say, the only thing we have is 204. We built a school at Ramey 
Air Force Base. We are now building a school at Fort Buchanan 
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with headquarters in San Juan. I think those are the only two we 
have built. 

It just did not work to go out in the community and set up a per- 
centage of the Federal children that were federally impacted and there 
was nothing done in Puerto Rico as such except for Federal reservation 
under the law. I think there is nothing further proposed, Congress- 
man. 

Mr. Barpen. Mr. Derrickson tells me the whole island is one 
school district but there are a lot of schools all over the island because 
I went completely around it and visited any number of schools. 

Mr. Littywairr. That may have been the reason. Things are a 
little bit fuzzy as to the exact reason, but there was no way they 
could meet the percentage requirement under the formula of the old 
law and the new law makes no change to go build schools out in 
Puerto Rico for Federal impact except on Federal properties. 

Mr. Barpen. I do not know what the answer is, but they are 
pouring into New York just as fast as the boats and planes can take 
them into New York. Then we have to have the problem after they 
arrive in New York. 

Mr. Littywuirte. I have been informed that the Puerto Rican 
Government is trying their best now to get all children up to the 
seventh grade in school. As you said before, they are so stacked up 
and their effort now is to get them a seventh-grade education. 

Mr. Barpen. I must say this for the Governor down there, he is 
school conscious and he is doing a grand job with about the worst 
situation I know of. He is doing a good job. He has the right ideas 
about education, and so forth. But he has an almost impossible 
situation. 

Mr. FreiincuuyseEN. I have one brief question and that is about 
the need for an extension of this 815. 

According to the material you submitted to us, an estimated 231,000 
children will be unhoused in areas that would qualify for funds through 
the next, 1954 school year, is that right? 

Dr. Griessy. Through the school year which begins next Sep- 
tember. 

Mr. FrELINGHUYSEN. The program as it has developed so far has 
taken care of the needs of about 440,000 children who would have been 
unhoused, so we have a fairly substantial amount it is estimated 
we will still have to handle. 

Mr. Littywuirte. Yes, except that the formula payment would not 
give them enough money to house all those 230,000 children. 

Mr. I understand. 

Mr. Littywuire. By any means it would not. But that is the 
proportion we are talking about according to the survey questionnaire 
we received. 

Now certainly you want to recognize we got that survey in last fall 
and the school people themselves were estimating 2 years in advance 
as to their best judgment and that is the basis for this data. 

Chairman McConne tt. All right, proceed, Dr. Grigsby, with your 
statement on Public Law 874. 

Dr. Griassy. I think I shall omit reading the first paragraph, 
Mr. Chairman, which states the purposes of Public Law 874 as im- 
bedded in that law. 

(The paragraphs referred to follow:) 
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PrRoposED AMENDMENTS TO PusBLic Law 874 


Purpose of Public Law 874 and policy statement 

In enacting Public Law 874, the 81st Congress stated the policy of the United 
States with respect to the purpose of the act as follows: 

“In recognition of the responsibility of the United States for the impact which 
certain Federal activities have on the local educational agencies in the areas in 
which such activities are carried on, the Congress hereby declares it to be the 
policy of the United States to provide financial assistance (as set forth in the 
following sections of this act) for those local educational agencies upon which the 
United States has placed financial burdens by reason of the fact that— 

“1. The revenues available to such agencies from local sources have been 
reduced as the result of the acquisition of real property by the United States; 


“2. Such agencies provide education for children residing on Federal 
property; or 
“3. Such agencies provide education for children whose parents are em- 
ployed on Federal property; or 
2 “4. There has been a sudden and substantial increase in school attendance 
as the result of Federal activities.” 


The provisions of the law also include as a Federal responsibility the provision 
of free public education for children living on Federal property through Federal 
operation of schools on such property where no local agency can accept responsi- 

. bility for the education of such children (sec. 6). 

Mr. Powetu. May I| ask a question here? 

Chairman McConne.u. Yes. 

Mr. Powe t. First I want to thank the committee for letting an 
interloper sit in this morning, but it is in reference to the part Mr. 
Grigsby omitted that I would like to ask a few questions because 
this problem is so much before us now after our President’s directive 
to study the problem. 

Now, under section 6 which you omitted reading, that first part, 
that authorizes the Commissioner of Education to make arrange- 
ments providing for free public education for children who live on 
Federal property when no tax revenues of the State or any political 
subdivision thereof may be expended for free public education of such 
children; or if it is the judgment of the Commissioner, after he has 
consulted with the appropriate State educational agency, that no 
local educational agency is able to provide suitable free public 
education for such children. 

Now, that is the law there. 

Now, the question I want to ask is this: 

A letter around the middle of January of this year was sent from 
the Office of the Commissioner of Education to the former Assistant 
ne of Defense, then Mrs. Anna Rosenberg, in which this was 
stated: 


In the case of children who are being educated by the local authorities, it is 
sometimes found necessary for the convenience of the children that their education 
be conducted on the Federal property. In such situations, the local educational 
agency, if otherwise eligible, would be entitled to receive a payment under section 
? 3 of Public Law 874, but the Commissioner of Education has neither authority 

nor repsonsibility to direct the type of education which is provided. If the 
policy of the Federal agency in control of the Federal property does not allow 
segration on the property, it may be that some local educational agencies will 
be unable by reason of their own State law to educate the children living thereon. 


That is the letter which came out of your office. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 
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Frepprat Security AGENcy, 
Orrick OF COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 15, 1953. 
Mrs. ANNA ROSENBERG, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
Department of Defense, Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mrs. Rosenserc: I have received your letter of January 10, 1953, 
with respect to the education of Negro children who reside on Federal military 
reservations. It seems to me that we might profitably discuss this matter as 
did our staffs in the early days of the program when the present policies were 
established. Pending such a discussion, however, it may be well to set forth 
my understanding of the situation since your letter would indicate that you have 
not been fully advised of all the aspects involved. 

It is proper under Public Law 874 to provide Federal assistance to school 
districts for burdens imposed upon them by the Federal Government represented 
primarily by children who resided on nontaxable Federal property or whose 
parents were employed on such property. It is made very clear both in the act 
and the committee’s reports thereon that wherever possible education should 
be provided by the State and local school authorities under section 3 in accordance 
with State laws and that only in exceptional cases does the Commissioner have 
authority to make arrangements under section 6 for providing free public education 
for children living on Federal property. 

Section 6 of Publie Law 874 authorizes the Commissioner of Education to 
make arrangements for providing free public education for children living on 
Federal property when and only when ‘‘no tax revenues of the State or any polit- 
ical subdivision thereof may be expended for the free public education of such 
children; or if it is the judgment of the Commissioner, after he has consulted with 
the appropriate State educational agency, that no local educational ageney is 
able to provide suitable free public education for such children.” 

In the case of children who are being educated by the local authorities, it is 
sometimes found necessary for the convenience of the children that their education 
be conducted on the Federal property. In such situations, the local educational 
agency, if otherwise eligible, would be entitled to receive a payment under section 
3 of Public Law 874, but the Commissioner of Education has neither authority 
nor responsibility to direct the type of education which is provided. If the policy 
of the Federal agency in control of tbe Federal property does not allow segregation 
on the property, it may be that some local educational agencies will be unable 
by reason of their own State law to educate the children living thereon. 

In the event no local educational agency is able to provide free public educa- 
tion for the children residing on Federal property, the Commissioner then has the 
responsibility of making arrangements to provide education for the children as a 
Federal responsibility. In these eases, of course, the policy of the Office of Edu- 
eation is to conduct the schools, insofar as practicable, in accordance with the 
policy established by the agency in control of the property. 

The Commissioner has found it necessary to make arrangements for provid- 
ing free public edueation under section 6 in 18 eases in the United States and 
Territories. In all but two cases, these are military, naval, and Air Force in- 
stallations. In these instances, funds are transferred to the Department of 
Defense for the operation of on-base schools under the supervision of the post 
commander and a committee selected from the personnel of the post acting as 
a local board of education. In all but three instances, the on-post schools thus 
operated by the post commander as agent for the United States Commissioner 
of Education are integrated schools, the determination being made by the post 
commander whether or not it is practicable to operate racially integrated on-post 
schools based on the conditions existing on the posts. 

If it is the poliey of the Department of Defense not to permit segregated edu- 
eation on any property within its control, whether that education be by local 
school agencies under section 3 or by the Commissioner of Education operating 
under section 6, this ageney would, of course, be guided by such a policy. It 
would be necessary in that event to determine in each case whether any local 
educational ageney which is now providing education on a segregated basis is 
able to provide such education on an integrated basis. In any case in which 
the local educational agency is not able to provide education on an integrated 
basis, the Commissioner would then be under the necessity of making other 
arrangements for education of such children. 

I trust that this explanation will make clear my desire to cooperate with the 
Department of Defense in every respect. 

J. McGrartn, 


United States Commissioner of Education. 
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Mr. Powe... Now, on page 2 of that letter, and this is the part I 
am getting to: 

In the event no local educational agency is able to provide free public education 
for the children residing on Federal property, the Commissioner then has the 
responsibility of making arrangements to provide education for the children as a 
Federal responsibilitv. In these cases, of course, the policy of the Office of 
Education is to conduct the schools, insofar as practicable, in accordance with 
the policy established by the agency in control of the property. 

That still stands as the feeling of your office? 

Dr. Griassy. Yes. 

Mr. Powe. That means then under the effort being put forth by 
the President to remove segregation in these schools that if the local 
authorities cannot see their way clear to do so, then you interpret it 
as being the duty of the Commissioner of Education to do so, is that 
right? 

Dr. Gricssy. I think the law states the Commissioner shall make 
such arrangements as may be necessary to provide free public educa- 
tion for such children. The arrangement ordinarily which has been 
made in those situations is to transfer money to the Department of 
Defense or rather to the Department of the Army, the Navy or the 
Air Force in charge of the installation and they proceed to operate the 
school on base as a Federal operation in terms of the payment of the 
full cost by the Federal Government under section 6. 

Mr. Powetu. How many schools are there being operated in such 
manner? 

Mr. Litiywarrte. I think it is 21. 

Mr. Powetu. I do not want to confuse the two types of schools. 

Dr. Gricspy. These are on-base schools operated by the Govern- 
ment under section 6. 

Mr. Littywuarire. There are 24 section 6 operations. On the ques- 
tion of how many different projects, in Alaska we had one section 6 
and you had Fort Richardson and Fort Elmore. 

Mr. Powe... I am trying to get the division between the schools. 
There are 24 projects, altogether, is that right? 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes. 

Mr. Powetu. There are just a handful that are operated on an 
integrated basis on the Army posts by the Federal authorities. Then 
there is a larger group that is operated on Federal property by local 
school authorities on a segregated basis, is that correct? 

Mr. Littywuire. I think this should be said with respect to the 
first statement: All of the schools operated by the Federal agencies 
under section 6 on Federal property, federally operated schools, are 
operated on an integrated basis, that being the determination of the 
commanding officer in charge of the base that that is the way they 
should be operated. 

Mr. Powe... It is the determination of the commanding officer? 

Mr. Littywuire. That is correct, sir. 

Now, there are a large number of areas in which a school was con- 
structed under this act or had already been there. There were ap- 
proximately 95 such projects for construction on Federal property 
and most of them are operated by the local school districts under 
State law. There are 21 such schools according to our best informa- 
tion now, in States that require segregation by statute or constitution. 

Mr. Poweti. Now, would you be kind enough to furnish the com- 
mittee a list of those schools, the integrated ones and segregated ones? 
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Mr. Lititywarre. We can do that very quickly, sir. 

(The information referred to was subsequently supplied.) 

Mr. Powe... Are there any schools being operated on Federal 
property under the commanding officer that are being operated on a 
segregated basis? 

Mr. Littywuirer. There was the one school this last year. 

Mr. Powe... That is the one that President Eisenhower ordered 
changed? 

Mr. Littywurre. It was not a question of ordering a change. The 
installation had declared a policy of nonsegregation. It was a question 
of completing a school building to make nonsegregation feasible be- 
cause of location of housing where the children lived. 

Now, it is our understanding from the statement of the command- 
ing officer that that school will be operated on an integrated basis this 
fall, which would make all federally operated schools nonsegregated. 

Chairman McConne tu. Mr. Powell, there seems to be a question 
in your mind about figures. Have you straightened it out here? You 
thought there were only 2 or 3 and he said 21. 

Mr. Powe... That is right. 

Mr. Barpen. There are two in North Carolina. 

Mr. Powe. On an integrated basis? 

Mr. Barpen. Yes. 

Mr. Powe... I have one more question. The Department of 
Defense therefore would not be correct when they state that they are 
holding up integration in schools on military posts because your 
office has requested the delay. That would not be correct, would it? 

Dr. Griassy. I had no knowledge of their making any such state- 
ment. 

Mr. Power tt. It has been made, 

Now, as regards the problem of the school built on Federal prop- 
erty, operated by local authority, you do not feel that under this law, 
any laws governing your office, that there is anything that can be 
done there as regards integration, even though Federal funds are 
indirectly being used? 

Dr. Gricssy. I give it simply as a horseback opinion that if a school 
facility is built on Federal property, a military base under the juris- 
diction of the Defense Department, they have control of the property. 
Before a local school district can come on and operate that school 
under section 3, they give us a use permit, permitting access to the 
property on behalf of the school district. 

Now, if they choose to deny access to the property except for the 
operation of an integrated school, I suppose the school district would 
then have to say, ‘Sorry, we cannot come on if by State law it re- 
quires the segregation of the races.”” In which case the Commis- 
sioner would have responsibility under this act of making other ar- 
rangements. The only feasible arrangement to make would be to 
transfer funds to the military. 

Mr. Powe ut. In the event local authorities cannot see their way 
to do it, the Commissioner of Education has power to proceed? 

Mr. Littywuire. If under the State law the State has accepted 
responsibility for all of these children, regardless of where they are 
located, the school district concerned submits an application to us. 
We approve the application and they operate the school. We have 
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no authority whatever under that law to dictate to that State how it 
operates its schools or runs its educational program. I think that 
point ought to be made very clear. The Office of Education is pro- 
hibited by the law from interfering or dictating whatever. 

Now, it is a question of State law as far as we are concerned. Once 
they submit that application to us, we approve it in accordance 
with any other application that comes in under the program. 

Mr. Barpen. Would the gentleman let me interrupt right there? 

That was the unfair thing that Mrs. Rosenberg did to Dr. McGrath. 
She either did not know what the law was or did not want to know 
what the law was and gave out news releases that were not in accord 
with the law and it happens that I read Dr. McGrath’s letter and his 
letter was absolutely in accord with the law, and to make a complete 

icture, I think the gentleman should put the whole letter of Dr. 
{cGrath in the record at this point and let it speak the truth. 

No one can find any flaws with Dr. MeGrath’s letter because it is 
written strictly in accordance with the law and Mrs. Rosenberg’s 
news releases were not. 

I do not know whether she ever did offer an apology, but it was 
certainly in order. 

Mr. Horr. Do you want to put that whole letter in the record? 

Mr. Powe... Yes; but there is a little difference I would like to clear 
up between the Acting Commissioner and Dr. Lillywhite. Do you 
agree with the Acting Commissioner and with the Commissioner of 
Education, Mr. Lillywhite, that integrated schools can be set up under 
this act if local authorities because of State law do not choose to do so? 

Mr. Lititywuire. I think there is no disagreement whatever. I 
think what Dr. Grigsby said is, if one of these base commanders says 
to the State or local school district, ‘You cannot enter on this post to 
operate a segregated school system,” then I take it it comes, as Dr. 
Grigsby said, within the purview of section 6 where the Commissioner 
is required to make arrangements. 

I think there is no disagreement whatever. I simply said in the 
first instance we simply accept the applications and act on them in 
accordance with the State law and practice. 

Mr. Powe tt. The reason why I am asking all this, as you know, is 
because the President is asking a study be made and this to me is the 
whole key to the situation, that as the commander in chief the base 
commanders are under him, and if the base commanders choose to 
provide the integrated school system, then under the act they can do 
so. That is right, is it not? 

Mr. Littywuire. That is the way it has worked, sir. 

Dr. Gricspy. What I intended to imply, I think, concerns a legal 
question on which I am no authority; | would suppose that control of 
the property and exclusive jurisdiction by the Federal Government and 
control of the property on which the facility is located would carry 
with it authority to deny access to that property. 

Now, whether they would care to deny access to the property for the 
use of the school facility to be operated on any basis other than a 
school has operated under the laws of the State is a question. I mean 
this law says nothing on that score as to whether the base commander 
has authority to deny access to the property for the operation of any 
except an integrated school. I do not know whether he has that 
authority or not under other laws. 
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Mr. Powe t. If the base commander has authority to deny access 
to any Federal property, he would act under a directive of his com- 
mander in chief, I am sure, or he would not be base commander very 
long. That is beyond the law. That is a question of the Department 
of Defense. That is all I have. 

Mr. Hour. Mr. Powell and Mr. Lillywhite, are you clear what 
figures and specific data Mr. Powell wants to put in the record? 

Mr. Powe tt. That is right, and I ask consent to put this letter in 
the record. 

Mr. Hour. Will you provide the reporter later on with specific 
details and we will put them in the record at this point. 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


FeperaAL Securiry AGENcy, Orrice oF EpucATION 


SCHOOL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
Maren 27, 1953. 

Attached is a list of Army, Navy, and Air Force installations upon which free 

ublie education is provided by a local educational agency under section 3 of 

-ublic Law 874 in school facilities located on Federal property. The list is 

arranged by States with notations (1) as to which branch of the military service 

has jurisdiction, (2) whether the school is operated on a segregated or nonsegre- 

gated basis, and (3) the legal basis in State law for segregation, Installations in 

all States requiring segregation by constitution or statute have been listed as 

segregated although there are 1 or 2 instances in which there is no separate facility 

on the installation, probably because of the lack of colored children required to be 
educated on the post. 

The information in this list was reported to the Office of Education on March 26, 
1953, by the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. There is also a 
recapitulation of the total number of military installations by departments in 
accordance with the number of programs which provide for segregation and 
nonsegregation. 


Installations 
Segregated 
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Military installations upon which a local educational agency provides free public 
education for the children residing thereon on a segregated basis and on a non- 
segregated basis 


Military de- Segre- Nonsegre- 
Alabama Maxwell Air Force Base Air Force 
Fort Huachuca -| Army : : Yes 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base_....-.--- Air Fore Yes 
Williams Air Force Base do Yes 
California.......... Fort Ord do Ye 
Sierra Ordnance De pot antennae ‘ do Yes 
Mare Island ..| Navy... Yes 
Camp Joseph H. do Yes 
Edwards Air Force Base tiadasetd aa Air Foret Yes 
Mather Air Foree Base ee do Yes 
Parks Air Force Base ___ do Yes 
Travis Air Foree Buse__- do Yes 
Colorado. Camp Carson Army Yes 
Florida !__.........| MacDill Air Foree Base__- Wes ...| Air Force Yes 
Eglin Air Force Base.................... slacken ..do Yes 
Tyndall Air Force Base do .| Yes. . 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola --.-.| Navy ‘ Yes_. 
Hawaii.....-. .---| Schofield Barracks_ Army Yes. 
Hickman Air Force Base ; .-.-..| Air Force Yes 
Naval Air Station, Pearl Harbor -| Navy Yes 
| Naval Air Station, Barbers Point. do Yes 
..| Chanute Air Force Base Air Force Yes 
Scott Air Force Base__ wit 3 do Yes 
Naval Training Station, Great Lakes_.....- .-| Navy Yes 
Kansas ?__... .--| Fort Leavenworth_ Army Ye 
Smoky Hill Air Force Base .. Yes 
Maryland 3_...._..| Andrews Air Force Base : hs do Yes 
Naval Air Station, Patuxent = Navy Yes 
Naval Powder Factory, Indianhead do Yes 
Massachusetts Fort Devens Army Yes. 
Main ‘ Presque Isle Air Force Base Air Force Yes. 
Michigan. Selfridge Air Force Base do Yes 
Nevada Nellis Air Force Base. =2 do_. Yes 
New Jersey. Fort Dix Army Yes 
Fort Monmouth. do Yes. 
New Mexico ? .| Sandia Basin _- re do Yes 
| White Sands Proving Ground. do Yes 
| Hollorman Air Force Base_- Sate | Air Force Yes 
Walker Air Foree Base ; do Yes, 
New York _-- Sampson Air Force Base te do Yes 
Oklahoma Fort Sill... ..| Army 
Rhode Island U.S. Noval Station, Newport_. ~ Navy Yes. 
South Carolina Fort Jackson Army ...| Yes 
Shaw Air Force Base : Air Force__.| Yes 
South Dakots | Black Hills Ordnance Army Yes. 
| Rapid City Air Force Base___...............-..- Air Force. __| Yes, 
Texas ! Fort Bliss : _.| Yes 
| Fort Sam Houston do 
Randolph Air Force Base x aie .-| Air Force_..| Yes_.. 
| Sheppard Air Force Base - 
| Dugway Proving Ground. - do 
| Tooele Ordnance Depot SAPS .do Yes. 
Virginia !.......... | Fort Belvoir do 
Langley Air Force Base____- __| Air Force__-| Yes 
Larson Air Force Bz Air Force Yes. 
| Fairchild Air Force Base Ad do : Yes. 
| U.S. Naval Base, Bremerton 4 Navy Yes 


1 Segregation required by State constitution. 

2 Segregation permitted by State statute. 

3 Segregation required by State statute. 

4 The total number of installations on this list differs from that released yesterday. More recent inform a- 
tion necessitated removal of Alexandria Air Force Base, La., and Pope Air Force Kase, N.C., because th re 
is no school on either installation; Ramey Air Force Base, P. R., was removed because it is a section 6 school. 


Free public education has been provided by the Federal Government under the 
provisions of section 6 of Public Law 874 for children residing on the following 
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list of Federal installations which indicates the type of educational program in 
operation at each installation during the school year 1952-53. 

Of the 22 programs in operation 12 are located in States which, by statute or 
constitutional authority, require racial segregation of school children. All of 
the educational programs operated on post by the Federal Government are on a 
nonsegregated basis except the program at Fort Benning, Ga., and it is reported 
by the Adjutant General of the Army that such program will be nonsegregated 
beginning with the school year 1953-54. The offpost programs operated by local 
agencies under contract with the Federal Government in the States of Georgia, 
Kentucky, Missouri, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia are operated 
on a segregated basis in accordance with State constitution. 


Federal installations by States and Territories for which free public education is 
provided for children residing thereon, under the provisions of sec. 6 of Public 
Law 874, by types of operation 


Type of operation 
= Off post 
On post by: by— 
State or . Agency respon- 
Installation sible for 
Territory operation Federal Local Local 
gency agency agency 
Ele- Ele- Ele- 
High Hich High 
men- men- men- | 
tary school tary school tary school 
. () (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Alaska. .......-.- Adak Naval Station Territorial com- x 
missioner of 
education, 
Selfridge Air Force Base_..._| Air (3) (3) (3) xX x 
Union School District No.1, | x 
fractional townships, Clin- 
ton and Harrison. 
emy. 
Tonene Foint Navel Sta- | LUBA x x 
tion (Astoria School Dis- 
trict). 
Puerto Rico__--- Ramey Air Force Base Air Force... ..--- x 
velt Roads. 
South Carolina_.| Parris Island Marine Base_.| 
School. 


1 Segregated program (nonsegregated beginning school year 1953-54). 
4 Includes children residing on Godman Air Force Base. 

3 Transportation only. 

4 LEA means local educational agency. 

4 Includes children residing on Pope Air Force Base. 

4 Pupils transferred to Naval Air Station, San Juna, Puerto Rico. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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Mr. Hour. Will you proceed, Doctor? 

Dr. Griassy. Awareness of the existence of the educational problem 
toward which Public Law 874 was directed came during World War LI, 
but attempts at solution then were only partial in scope, temporary 
in duration, and inconsistent in their application to like situations. 
It has become increasingly apparent that the problem is not temporary 
and its solution cannot be accomplished through isolated attacks by 
the various agencies of the Federal Government upon the scattered 
segments encountered in their areas of activity. 

Public Law 874 recognizes the dual burden placed on school districts 
by Federal activities. The two dominant features of Federal activity 
in relation to the public-school program of a community are first, 
the tax-exempt status of property acquired by the Government which 
lowers school revenues, and second, the employment by the Federal 
Government of substantial numbers of workers whose cbildren add to 
the normal school population. Frequently, homes for Federal 
workers are built on military or other installations which means that 
both the place of employment and residence are tax exempt. Thus 
fewer local tax dollars per pupil are available to pay the costs of 
education for all children in the community. 

Where a Federal activity is conducted through a contractor on 
private property, and both the property of residence and the property 
of employment are taxable, the burden upon a community resulting 
from a sudden and substantial increase in school enrollments is usually 
temporary. If assistance is given during the period in which such 
properties are being developed and placed on the tax rolls, and in 
which large initial expenditures must be made for additional school 
furniture, equipment and facilities, the increased tax resources should 
be adequate thereafter. 

That is to say category 3 has been regarded as a temporary arrange- 
ment. 

Of course, the property where parents are employed provides tax 
benefits only to the school district in which it is located, and other 
districts may have to educate the children of the workers with only 
the properties of the workers’ residences added to their tax rolls. 

Public Law 874 recognizes this situation with respect to federally 
owned property, since assistance is given on the basis of the children 
connected with such property for whom a school district must provide 
free public education, rather than limiting such aid to the district 
in which the property is located. 

The Congress enacted Public Law 874 in September 1950, after 
intensive investigation undertaken by this committee for the purpose 
of defining the nature and extent of the problem and of the Federal 
responsibility in connection therewith. In general, the provisions 
written into the law have proved to be both wisely conceived and 
equitable in application because they insure that Federal funds will 
be directed to the place of immediate need and that they will be in 
——, to the burden placed on the schools by a Federal activity. 

owever, experience in the first 3 years of the program has revealed 
the need for some changes in order to remove certain inequities, to 
limit the Federal payments more closely to the financial burden 
resulting from Federal activities and to simplify the administration of 
the act. The Congress limited the duration of the law to 4 years, 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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since this approach to the problem was new and it was anticipated that 
desirable refinements and alterations would become apparent through 
experience. 

GROWTH OF THE PROGRAM 


In the 3 years Public Law 874 has been in operation the number of 
eligible districts and the number of federally connected children have 
increased sharply each year, and the amount of Federal funds re 
quired has risen substantially above the annual cost estimated when 
the act was passed. These increases have been due largely to the 
expansion of defense spending resulting from the Korean war since 
the law was first enacted, and not anticipated at that time. 

In the fiseal year 1951, the first year of the program, some 1,180 
districts were determined to be eligible for entitlements totaling more 
than $30,100,000; in the fiseal vear 1952 there were 1,765 eligible 
school districts entitled to $47,750,000; and in 1953 approximately 
2,300 districts are expected to be entitled to receive $60,500,000. 

During this period major national security spending increased at 
approxunately the same rate as the cost of this program. In 1950 
it amounted to $17.8 billion; it rose to $26.4 billion in 1951, to $47.2 
billion in 1952 and to $53 billion in 1953. This spending has, of 
course, been reflected in new and reactivated military bases, new 
defense plants under Federal lease or ownership, and considerable 
expansion of production for defense purposes by private industry. 
The mobilization of our Armed Forces has uprooted many families 
and brought them into new and congested districts. Many thousands 
of additional workers have taken employment on Federal property 
in their own or new communities. 

Mr. Could I interrupt? Do you have any 
figures as to the amount that was actually appropriated during this 
period, in addition to entitlements, that were actually distributed? 

Mr. Littywutre. Do you want them for the record? 

Mr. FrevinGuuysen. For the record. I think it goes along with 
this material. 

(The material referred to follows: ) 


Entitlements and appropriations for Public Law 874, fiscal years 1951 through 19538 


Total Total 

Fiseal year entitlements | appropriation 
1951 — $30, 181, 666 1 $29, O80, 


1 Tneludes $380,788 transferred from appropriations to other Federal agencies. 
3 Estimated, 


Dr. Griassy. Due to the increase in birth rate in the 1940's, the 
vear 1950 ushered in a decade in which increases in public-school 
enrollments will tax to the utmost the resources of every normal 
community in the United States to provide a desirable level of edu- 
‘ational opportunity for its children. In many federally affected 
school districts where problems of World War II increases have been 
carried over, and local resources have been strained to the utmost, 
the assistance provided under Publie Law 874 alone has served to 
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prevent serious deterioration in the school situation. In other dis- 
tricts where sudden and substantial new increases in school enroll- 
ments have resulted from Federal projects, » complete breakdown in 
the public-school system has been avoided and the absorption of the 
growth made possible through this Federal assistance program. The 
assurance of an adequate school program has helped to insure a steady 
supply of labor in defense areas, has reduced labor turnover, and has 
encouraged the State and local educational agencies to accept respon- 
sibility for educating children living on Federal property, 


PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN ADMINISTERING PUBLIC LAW 874 


It is natural to expect that problems would arise in the adminis- 
tration of the many technical provisions of Public Law S74. First of 
all, the use of the current year’s average daily attendance for section 
3 entitlements which represent more than 80 percent of the cost of 
the program, means that the cost of the program for any given vear 
cannot be determined with any certainty until the vear is over. This 
affects the budgetary planning of the school district and complicates 
the Federal appropriations process. 

Mr. Bartey. At that point let me interrupt. 

On the floor of the House when we were arguing over the deficiency 
appropriation, Mr. Busbey, chairman of the subcommittee on appro- 
priations, used that situation as an agrument against approving the 
$24 million item which was in the deficiency, that vou already had 
cash money on hand. He did not seem to get the idea that vou could 
not determine the need after the new fiscal year began until you had 
had the average daily attendance. You had not allocated that money 
because you could not allocate it equitably because you did not know 
what the average daily attendance was in the several districts. 

That is a point I think ought to be cleared up. 

Mr. Littywuairre. You have to go further than that. The law 
requires you to make so many quarterly payments during the year. 
When the applications come in you estimate what the entitlement will 
be. You do not want to pay it all because it is an estimate. Suppose 
it goes down. So you have to wait until the vear is over. You take 
2,300 school districts getting their final reports in after the year is 
over; when you are close to the line on the amount appropriated you 
have to wait until they are all in and add them up to see if you can 
pay 100 percent or 99.5 percent. You cannot possibly get that job 
done within 4 months at the end of the year. We never know. 

Mr. Battery. He evidently did not understand it or if he did, he 
was deliberately using that as an argument against approving the 
appropriation. 

Dr. Griasspy. The difficulty has been each year, you see, in terms 
of the whole calendar for budgeting and appropriations, we have to 
start making up our budget estimate on this program now for 1955, 
this very month. On what can you base it except on the experience 
of the preceding years. 

Now, we have had 3 vears’ experience. We have had a certain 
percentage increase in each year in the number of applicant districts. 
Do we project the next vear on this point and come up with a figure? 

We started on the 1954 budget estimates a vear ago. They are 
just now in the appropriation process coming out. The applications 
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were not all in until March 31, 1953. Until the applications are in, 
you have no firm basis for your estimate except the preceding year’s 
experience. So it is very difficult to prepare and to defend these 
estimates. 

Mr. Fre_tincuuysen. Your proposal is to use the previous vear’s 
attendance instead of waiting and having the complications and de- 
lays that are required under the present approach. But what puzzles 
me is that in this annual report of the Commissioner of Education, June 
30, 1952, there is a statement there in connection with Public Law 
815 on page 17 which says: 

The requirement that entitlement be based on average daily attendance for 
the preceding year rather than on present and anticipated membership created a 
time lag of about 18 months between actual need and actual completion of the 
school building. This concept was satisfactory in a stable situation, which the 
law was originally intended to meet. It did not adequately meet the need in the 
district affected by the rapidly expanding defense program. 

Does the law not apply to this situation? 

Mr. Griasry. The difficulty there was in terms of ADA related 
to construction. Now, we are proposing in the new extension of 
Publie Law 815 for construction to switch from an ADA to a member- 
ship count, which is not subject to that same difficulty and time lag. 

Mr. Fretincauysen. Isn’t this propsoal of yours, the preceding 
year’s attendance, subject to the same criticism? 

Mr. Littywuire. | think it has some. But I think we can il- 
lustrate it this way: 

In McCracken County, Ky., where they have a new atomic energy 
plant, they got a thousand school children in that district in the last 2 
months of school. Now, you had to base entitlement on the average 
daily attendance. The average daily attendance for the year is 250. 
So we approved school facilities for 250 children when they had a 
thousand. That is on 815. 

Now, to answer your question on 874, the use of last year’s average 
daily attendance is for section 3 only, which is about 80 percent of 
the entire law. The section 4 category, sudden and substantial im- 
pacts, all children new coming in this year, the year you are paying 
on last year’s attendance, can be counted toward eligibility in section 
4 (a), to overcome that possibility of an increase during the year, you 
see. 

Mr. Fre_incuuysEN. There will be no serious problem created if 
we use the previous year’s attendance for the section 3. 

Mr. Littywaire. There are some problems but I think the advan- 
tages outweigh the difficulties. Suppose a school district has an 
increase of say four or five hundred children; it is a big district and 
you pay them on last year’s ADA so they do not get any advantage 
of this increase and that is not quite enough to make them eligible 
in 4 (a). The school district will be hurt. I mean there are some 
disadvantages, but by and large the advantages outweigh the disad- 
vantages. 

Mr. FreLiInGHuyseN. I understand why there would be very real 
disadvantages in organizing and planning ahead if you do not have 
something concrete to go on. It is your feeling that the time lag will 
not result in many cases in serious inequities? 

Mr. Lituywaitre. Of course we have not had the experience with 
that. We have looked at it as best we could. The first year will be 
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the most difficult from the standpoint of disadvantages, because the 
second year, you see, they will have picked up the new increase each 
year. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. That is all. 

Mr. Horr. While we are at this point, I just want to add this, not 
to this specific subject but I have the same concern that Mr. Lucas 
has. I know we have had a lot of assistance out in California. I do 
not have the solution and I do not think vou do either exactly, but 
in some areas the defense plants are located quite a ways from where 
the folks actually live. Also, the community itself benefits a great 
deal from the money spent. The merchants and everybody benefit 
a great deal from the money spent. I think there should be some 
way, maybe by Congress itself giving or telling you its intent for a 
formula or priority system, to see who actually merits this aid because 
a lot of these communities out there have had this assistance. 

I do not think tiey really deserve it. I am sure there are com- 
munities elsewhere that deserve it just as much. I want you gentle- 
men to know I realize that situation, too. I feel the same way as 
Mr. Lucas. 

Dr. Griassy. I think a concern with that situation you describe 
is in part responsible for the proposed tightening up in this draft of 
the act as to the 3 percent absorption requirement so-called which, 
as pointed out yesterday, and which | will state again today, amounts 
really to a 6-percent absorption requirement as respects these cate- 
gory (b) children whose parents may live on taxable property, but 
commute some distance away to work. 

Mr. Hour. There is a lot of difference between the town of San 
Diego, which makes all its money off the Army and Navy. There are 
a lot of Federal lands down there. But building an airbase in the 


desert somewhere, they are really affected by bringing in people. 


Mr. Litiywuire. That is right. Los Angeles is different from 
Camp Edwards. 

Dr. Gricssy. The provision for determining the local contribution 
rate per child for entitlement purposes under section 3 has also posed 
administrative difficulties. This provision requires a determination 
of the local contribution rate per child in the school districts in the 
same State most nearly comparable to the applicant district. The 
aspects with respect to which similarity should be sought in the selec- 
tion of comparable districts by the applicant have been worked out 
with the cooperation of State and local school administrators. 
Although we believe this factor of the formula is reasonably satis- 
factory, there is considerable variation among applicants and States 
in the rate paid because of different degrees of State support and vary- 
ing costs per pupil due to differences in educational services provided, 
differences in teacher salary scales in different sections of the country, 
and so forth. 

That, you may recall, was I believe the central problem referred 
to yesterday by Mr. Barden with respect to these rates. 

An attempt to equalize expenditures per pupil through Federal 
payments under this act would seem to be contrary to its philosophy 
which is based on the concept of the Federal Government taking its 
place in the community as a local school taxpayer. We have not 
recommended a change in this philosophy. 
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The formula provisions of the act represent an experimental attempt 
to measure objectively the Federal burden imposed on local educa- 
tional agencies by activities of the United States. 

Mr. Baitey. Dr. Grigsby, in the legislation we were working on 
prior to the adjournment of Congress last July when we quit rather 
suddenly before the conventions, we were working on the idea of 
fixing a definite Government allocation in, for instance, the State of 
North Carolina where the local cost is $37 and something per pupil 
compared to $214 for Illinois; we were discussing the proposition of 
setting a minimum and maximum. Do you try to follow that out in 
this new legislation? 

Dr. Griassy. No, we have not. We have, however, canvassed and 
have some data, that we will be glad to present to the committee, if 
it would like to have it, of alternative possibilities along that line and 
what effeet they might have in terms of cost and other similar effect 
on school districts. 

Mr. Battery. As I recall, Doctor, we were thinking something of 
saving that no payment should be made in any State in excess of say 
125 percent of the national average cost per pupil and a minimum 
was fixed, such a percentage below the national average. 

Dr. Griassy. One approach might be to use the State average 
local contribution rate and fix a floor and a ceiling in relation to a 
national average expenditure per pupil from local sources. 

Another might be to use the State average per pupil cost from all 
sources with a floor and a ceiling related to the national average per 
pupil cost from all sources. 

We have made some calculations on both bases as respects the total 
cost of the law that set those rates, rather than depend upon the 
comparable district rate determining as in the present bill. They all, 
as indicated in the statement I just read, seemed to us to move in 
the direction of an equalization payment to some extent on the part 
of the Government for these children, and to abandon to that extent 
the central concept of the Federal Government coming into the local 
community and making a payment as a local taxpayer. There is a 
section in the report, the committee report accompanying this measure 
which states that concept rather directly. If we can find it, I would 
like to read it into the record. 

At your suggestion, Mr. Barden, we are trying to get together some 
information on that score in answer to the question you directed to 
Mrs. Hobby yesterday, as to the varying effect in different States of a 
procedure that either set a floor on the payment 

Mr. Barpen. Doctor, as it is now, it just all but wipes out any 
State that provides education from the State level. 

Dr. Griaspy. Yes. The incentive, if you can speak of an incen- 
tive in this bill, seems to be in the direction of penalizing the large 
county unit type of organization in the first place, and second, as 
respects the State which provides from State sources the large share 
of the cost of education in the local community. 

On page 13 of the report of the committee of the House in reporting 
out this bill it reads as follows: 


Because payment is geared exclusively to current expenditures met out of local 
revenues, the bill will inevitably operate differently in different States, depending 
upon the proportion of current expenditures for educational purpos’ ; which are 
met out of local revenues as contrasted with State revenues. 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 14] 


Thus, in a State 90 percent of whose current expenditures for elementary and 
secondary education purposes are derived from local revenues, the Federal 
payment under section 3 will be considerably higher in relation to the total cost of 
educating a child than it would be in the case of a State which finances current 
expenditures in large part from State revenues. The committee has given careful 
consideration to this problem and has coneluded that this difference in result is 
justified. 

Federal property ownership and accompanying tax-exempt status has a much 
greater impact upon the educational revenues in the first State than in the second 
State. Real-property owners in the first State bear a proportionately larger 
share of the educational cost burden than in the second State and the Federal 
Government as a property owner should do likewise. 

Conversely, as has been pointed out, a State that finances its educational cost in 
large part from revenues other than real-property taxes suffers correspondingly 
less from the tax-exempt status of federally owned property within its borders, 
and in such a State the Federal Government as a property owner should make a 
correspondingly smaller contribution as do all other property owners in that State 
to educational costs. 

That was the philosophy as respects this rate imbedded in the 
report of the committee in the bill as enacted. 

IL say we have not in our proposals before you departed from that 
philosophy. We are retaining as the basis of the rate the comparable 
district concept within the State. 

Mr. Barpven. Now, Doctor, the reason you are doing that is because 
you saw fit to adopt the policy laid down by the committee in the 
report. We are supposed to learn some things as time goes along. 
I was one of those who thought that would work and argued for that 
situation. But I have learned some things, too, and 1 have found 
in these areas where the State provides the maintenance and operation 
money to a certain extent, they have found that they have to supple- 
ment that to some extent. When you get through with all of the 
impacts—and this bill does not take care of all of them, we have tried 
to take care of the most urgent need—when you wrap it up vou find 
there are 3 or 4 States in the Union, not over that, are there——- 

Mr. Lintywuire. Well, it depends on which way you are going 
next. 

Mr. Barpen. Allright, 3 or 4 States in the Union that do contribute 
virtually all of the money to the operation of the schools. Is that 
not right? 

Mr. Lintywuarre. That is right. A few more than 3 or 4. It gets 
up to 7 or 8. 

Mr. Batney. We will say that North Carolina and West Virginia 
qualify in that respect. 

Mr. Barpen. I am getting to this, and I do not know of a section 
that has had any more trouble with schools, and heavens knows we 
have done our best. And I related the amount of taxes we are paying 
and on top of that we last year voted $2 million in that one county to 
supplement the fund, and now it looks as though we are facing another 
tax situation. Yet in that situation, as I called to your attention 
yesterday, in that county for instance, it was $37.06 per pupil, whereas 
in the State of Illinois it was $244.24. 

It is a quirk of figures that simply does not make sense and in the 
ultimate if we strike an average, it will not make the bill more ex- 
pensive but it will make it more equitable. Is that not a fact? 

Dr. Griassy. Yes; I think so. 

May I ask a question about that county? If instead of $37 being 
the rate per pupil paid as respects these federally connected children, 
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the Illinois rate were paid to that district, what would happen? 


Would they enrich their program by that amount of additional: 


expenditure or would the State withdraw its State support to that 


extent, thereby relieving the State revenue sources by that amount?’ 


Mr. Barpren. There would be some of both so far as that is con- 
cerned, but why should there not be? 
Dr. Gricssy. Will the local taxpayers be relieved by that extent? 


Mr. Barpen. You focus your eye on the local taxpayers. Who are: 
the taxpayers that pay to that fund that comes back from the State?’ 


In this county where this situation exists there is a 3 percent sales tax 
that when I voted for it in 1933 in the State Legislature it was the only 


way on earth we could keep our schools open. They were then issuing: 


scrip, I O U’s to teachers, and nobody would cash them. 

So we passed the 3-percent sales tax and put that on. 

Now, everybody down there in that county pays that 3-percent 
sales tax and the 3-percent sales tax paid in that county would run the 
school so far as that is concerned. 

That tax money goes out but they get no credit for paying that tax 
because they do not pay it through the county. 

Now, if the 3-percent sales tax was collected by the county and that 
was their medium of operating the schools, then we would get some- 
where near Illinois, don’t vou see? So we pay, but we get no credit. 

Dr. Gricssy. You pay for the schools but not by the route of the 
levy on local real estate but by sales tax. 

Mr. Barpen. We pay by both, so far as that is concerned. The 
State taxes everything that they can think of and the county has done 
the same and the city has done the same and the Federal Government 
has done the same. So we get it from all corners. So I had not taken 
the view of it that I have since the law was passed, but when you 
relieve that area with this money, you may relieve some other areas, 
and you may to some extent relieve the State, but you do the same 
thing in Illinois with $244.24. So where is the equity? 

There must be some room in here for some equity and fair play, 
commonsense figures on the things. To me it is rather absurd, just 
because 3 or 4 States found that there were areas that could not carry 
on the school system, and put in the State system, to say that you 
can come in, and that is virtually what it is, while they are paying in 
that very fund, that is coming back to them more than they get back. 
That is why I say that a national average or a general average would 
not only save you a lot of figuring but would save you a lot of ducking 
and diving because you see cases where you know you are treating 
them wrong and you look for a thousand different excuses to try to be 
right and yet the law has you wrong, you just cannot be fair to them. 

I know something about what they were figuring down there with 
Mr. Lillywhite and I reckon it cost a third of what they finally got 
out of it to try to finagle the thing around to work it out. To me it 
would be much more simple administratively, much more equitable 
to strike your average. 

Mr. Littywuire. It certainly would be more simple to administer, 
Congressman. 

Mr. Barpen. Because I think you will find where this State situa- 
tion exists is where they have had the greatest trouble and made the 
greatest sacrifice to help their schools. 
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Mr. Littywaire. That is right. There are 9 States, Congressman, 
that get less than $75 on the average; contrasted to that there are 
18 States that get over twice that much, $150 per child. 

Mr. Barpen. It just does not ring with me. I can stand most 
anything except unjust criticism. I flinch under that. I think there 
is room for very just criticism. 

Mr. Battery. What the gentleman is saying, the taxpayer down in 
North Carolina is paying a sales tax in order that the direct owners of 
property in the district in Illinois may have a lesser rate on their real 
estate. That in substance is your argument, is it not? 

Mr. Barpen. Yes, the way it adds up. In North Carolina I 
believe it is 23,344 pupils and the Federal benefits were $123,928. 
With 22,594 pupils, 750 less than North Carolina, Illinois shows up 
with $633,801. It does not make sense. You could not pay off a 
cotton hand with that kind of figures down my way. 

Mr. Battey. Let us keep in mind, Congressman Barden, that this 
proposed legislation is subject to amendment by the committee. 

Mr. Barpen. | understand that. I am not critical of what we did 
because I was a party to it. Mr. Lillywhite knows it. 

Mr. Littywuire. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Barpven. I was being old, big, generous John. 

Mr. Littywuire. You swallowed hard 3 or 4 times but you said, 
“Let us put it through.” 

Mr. Barpen. We went along with it, but it just does not add up. 
When we strike the average, I think it will do more good and will not 
cost any more money. 

Dr. Griaspy. In effect, I believe the act as it was passed attempts 
to be neutral as respects it effect upon the State or local system of 
financing its education. It simply comes in and says the Federal 
Government will undertake to take its place as the local taxpayer as 
respects the taxable property removed from the rolls and will make 
its payment in terms of the number of children rather than the valua- 
tion of that property. 

Mr. Barprn. That was the only erroneous philosophy I got too, 
sir. I am now repenting. 

Mr. Littywuaire. I think it is true that none of us knew what the 
figures would be. The people from Delaware sent in one application 
the first year and they had three or four hundred children, they got 
$6.08 a child for each of those children. They have not tried to apply 
any more. They said it cost more for the application than what 
received. It is almost a 100 percent State-financed system. 

Chairman McConnetu. Go ahead, Doctor. 

Dr. Griessy. In general, experience has proved these formulas to 
be sound. 

Mr. Barpen. Doctor, would you like to strike that from the record? 
I think our friendship will last longer if you do. 

Dr. Griassy. Let me add the next sentence. 

However, it is believed that some of the factors in these formulas 
need to be revised. 

The proposals which we have submitted to you take into account 
the experience we have had and the problems encountered. Changes 
are recommended in certain provisions of the existing law, most of 
them in the direction of refining the specific measures of Federal 
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burden and thus affecting the amount of entitlement to Federal 
assistance, and making for more efficient administration of the act. 
I shall not attempt to explain in detail in this statement all of the 
changes recommended since we have prepared materials for your 
study which do that. However, I shall summarize them briefly. 


SUMMARY OF CHANGES RECOMMENDED IN FORMULAS FOR DETERMINING 
ELIGIBILITY AND ENTITLEMENT 


It is recommended first of all that payments under section 3 for 
children of parents who live or work on Federal property be based 
on the previous vear’s attendance data rather than those of the cur- 
rent vear. This change will enable the Office to determine soon after 
the beginning of the vear the amount of the district’s entitlement, 
thereby improving budgetary planning, and making possible speedier 
handling of appheations by the district and earlier payments by 
the Offic 

Adoption of the previous year’s attendance as the basis for Federal 
payments under sections 3 (a) and 3 (b) logically leads to the elim- 
ination of section 3 (e) payments. ‘These payments are now based 
on the lag in the receipt of State aid funds for new section 3 children 
where State-aid payments are based on the previous year’s attendance. 
It is proposed instead that new section 3 children entering the dis- 
trict during the year in which application is being made be counted 
as section 4 (a) children for entitlement under that section in that 
vear, but only if they have caused an undue financial burden 

Mr. Barry. Now, have you changed 4 (a)? 

Dr. Griassy. Yes, so as to permit their count under 4 (a). 

Mr. Barry. Have you changed the formula for 4 (a) or is 4 (a) a 
new section? 

Dr. Griassy. The 4 (a) formula is changed somewhat. 

Mr. Battey. Go ahead. 

Dr. Grigssy. Such children would be counted for eligibility and 
payment in the following year on the basis of their attendance in the 
preceding year. 

That is, they would be picked up under section 3 as under their pre- 
vious year’s ADA and subsequent years but for the first vear would be 
counted unde1 section 4 (a). 

The next major change proposed in section 3 is that a school district 
shall be required to absorb, without Federal assistance, attendance by 
federally connected children which is equal to 3 percent of the non- 
Federal average daily attendance. For the purposes of this absorp- 
tion, in the case of children living on Federal property or with a parent 
employed on such property (sec. 3 (b)), each such child in average 
daily attendance shall be counted as only half a child in ADA. 

Mr. Battey. Why? 

Mr. Littywuaire. You get a half payment. You count them as a 
full child and get whole payment. You do that so as to know where 
to make the deduction requirea in the absorption formula. 

You see, if you have three or four hundred (a) children on which 
vou get full payment, five or six hundred (b) children on which you 
get half payment, and you have to subtract say 300 children from 
that number as required by absorption, which one do you subtract 
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them from? So vou convert them all to the same rate of payment 
and it does not make any difference. You just subtract from the 
total that is left. 

Mr. Batiey. You have not followed the law very closely; have von? 

Mr. Littywarre. This is a new proposal , 

Dr. Gricspy. This is the same proposal. May [ say I understand 
it was before the subcommittee in its consideration last vear involving 
counting the (b) child as one-half of an (a) child, adding the two 
and applying a rate per child. As I indicated vesterday, I believe, it 
results in the requirement of absorption, not of 3 percent of the (b) 
children but of 6 percent on the (b) children in terms of the amount 
paid. 

Mr. Barttey. That would only result in a lot of districts not being 
eligible. Increase to 6 percent of the average daily attendance of 
non-Federal pupils; is that the idea? 

Mr. Littywuarre. It ts 3 percent of vour non-Federal pupils sub- 
tracted from vour Federal pupils after converting the (b) children 
to (a) children, so to speak, in terms of the figures. It results in 
6 percent absorption of the (b) children and 3 percent absorption of 
the (a) children. 

Dr. Griaspy. In the material provided for the committee there is 
analysis of the probable effect of this and other changes in the formuls 
in some detail, section by section. 

Mr. Battery. Go ahead, Doctor, pardon me for interrupting. 

Dr. Griasry. In general it is believed that the capacity of a district 
to absorb attendance by federally connected children is proportionate 
to the size of the district before Federal children are added. This 
proposal would reduce entitlements under section 3, and would make 
ineligible some disfricts which are now eligible, primarily those which 
are barely over the minimum requirements under subsection 3. (b) 
where entitlement is usually based solely on employment on Federal 
property. The greatest reduction would be made, of course, in those 
cases that have the smaller percentages of federally connected children, 
and the least reduction would be made in those districts with the 
greatest proportion of federally connected children, particularly those 
with children whose parents both live and work on Federal property. 

As a point of equity and uniform treatment it is believed consistent 
in the light of the original committee findings and report, to expect 
all school districts to absorb some Federal children rather than only 
those that fail to become eligible. This proposal is also considered 
to be in line with the fact that Federal activities usually result in some 
increases in local tax revenues despite the tax-exempt status of Federal 
property, except where the school district is comprised wholly of 
Federal property. 

A proposed change in the determination of the local contribution 
rate as to the rate in generally comparable school districts instead of 
in the most nearly comparable districts is designed to provide greater 
administrative flexibility in the grouping of school districts within a 
State for comparability purposes. In general the Office accepts State 
practice in the determination of school district groupings from which 
districts are selected as comparable to an applicant district. 
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COUNTING OF CERTAIN CHILDREN NOT NOW ELIGIBLE 


The new proposal extends the coverage of section 3 to certain chil- 
dren not now covered. A child living on Federal property and whose 
parent is in military service overseas is now eligible to be counted for 
entitlement at only half the local contribution rate, that is as a (b) 
child. The change proposed would make such children eligible at the 
full rate, that is, as an (a) child. 

It is further proposed that children of parents who commute across 
State lines to work on Federal property should be covered under sub- 
section 3 (b). Public Law 11 (Second Supplemental Appropriations 
Act of 1953) has extended this coverage to some children in this cate- 
gory but not to all. This amendment would remove the inequity now 
resulting in several districts with respect to this circumstance. 

Mr. Battey. You are speaking now of the Bridges amendment? 

Dr. Griassy. That is right. 

Mr. Batrey. To the appropriation bill? 

Dr. Griassy. The second supplemental. 

In accordance with the national policy to integrate Indians into 
the normal patterns of American community life, we have recom- 
mended deletion of the clause excluding Indian children from the 
benefits of Public Law 874. Public schools enrolling Indian children 
are in most cases now eligible for payments under the Johnson- 
O’Malley program. The change proposed would bring these children 
under Public Law 874 and would displace that part of the Johnson- 
O’Malley payments which relates to the financing of normal school 
services. Johnson-O’Malley payments now cover costs of some 
special services not included in the Public Law 874 formula, such as 
lunches, health and welfare services, and special instructional costs 
for Indians. The draft bill would not preclude payments under the 
i lana Act to cover the costs of such services when 
needed. 

Since Johnson-O’Malley contracts for the fiscal year 1954 have 
already been negotiated and plans made on that basis by the States, 
this amendment to Public Law 874 would not become effective until 
fiscal vear 1955. 

A change is proposed in the eligibility requirements for aid on 
account of sudden and substantial increases in school attendance 
resulting from Federal activities as provided in section 4 (a) of Public 
Law 874. A school district must now have in the current year an 
increase in average daily attendance over the average daily attend- 
ance for the preceding 3-year period equal to 10 percent of such 
3-vear average, not counting children eligible under section 3. 

Mr. Baitey. To what extent will that affect the new atomic 
energy installation in Ohio? That is where you are going to have 
a big impact. That is the only one of the large Federal installations 
that is going to be a problem. 

Mr. Littywuaire. Most of those will be eligible under section 3. 
They will be working on Federal property. You see, this section 4 (a) 
is in the case where there is no Federal property involved, just the 
community that gets large Government contracts and has a big influx, 
so large they cannot digest it for a year or two. That is the difficulty. 
Before you took the average for the preceding 3 years. Then if they 
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had enough children come in during that period to equal 10 percent 
of that average, they were eligible. This simplifies it a little bit. 

Mr. Battery. Am I thinking straight when I draw this picture for 
you? Thirty miles away from the Atomic Energy plant in Waverly, 
Ohio, is the city of Portsmouth, having a heavy influx of workers that 
drive that distance, 30 or 40 miles, to the construction work on the 
plant. It is probably a different county, even. 

Mr. Littywurre. No different. They are all section 3 if they 
work on nontaxable Federal property in the same State. It does not 
have to be the same State under these proposals. They are all section 
3 children. 

Suppose the Atomic Energy Commission down there did not have 
any nontaxable Federal property, it was private ownership, with a 
half-billion dollars of Government contracts, and it was all private 
property, they would have the same number of children come in but 
without any possibility of getting any help except for section 4. Those 
communities would be swamped by children that do not live or work 
on Federal property so this provides for payment in those kinds of 
cases. 

Mr. Battey. The proposal would run for the length of time that the 
general law would run? 

Mr. Littywuire. Two years. 

Dr. Gricspy. Unless they have a new impact in a subsequent year. 

The change would require a federally caused increase equal to 5 
percent over the average daily attendance in the preceding year. 
As in Public Law 815, this change would exclude increases due to 
community service personnel from coverage in this category and would 
permit the counting of only those children whose attendance results 
directly from Federal activities. That is, the parents are directly 
employed in a Federal activity carried on directly or through a 
contractor. 

Mr. Bartey. That is in the construction field? 

Dr. Grigssy. That same feature is carried over for the counting 
of children in section 4 (a) under sudden and substantial impact. 

Children new in a given year who are now eligible under section 3 
would be counted in the 4 (a) category because the proposed change 
in subsections 3 (a) and 3 (b) noted above would count only the 
average daily attendance of section 3 children in the preceding year. 
Payments in this category would be made for a second year if the 
increase is still present and the need still exists instead of for 3 years 
as now provided in Public Law 874. 

It is proposed that Guam and Wake Island be included in the 
definition of ‘State’ for the purposes of section 3 and section 6. 
It is expected that payments on account of federally connected children 
on these islands will be made to a local educational agency under 
section 3 only, at least in the case of Guam. 

Mr. Barpen. When you are talking about Guam and Wake, I 
wonder if it would be practicable for us to figure out some way to 
make payments to Puerto Rico. Now, Mr. Derrickson brought to 
my attention there is one big school district in the whole island and 
therefore with a town like San Juan the percentage just would not 
figure, it makes no difference what. So it might be well for us to 
give a little special consideration to that, to probably try to pay on a 
number basis. 
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What I am really very sincerely interested in is some assistance to 
the educational situation there. They are doing the best they can, 
there is no question about that in my mind, but it is worse than 
anvthing | have ever seen in the United States. 

Mr. Littywatre. It would be quite different from these other two, 
in that it would have to be a different kind of concept. 

Mr. Barpen. That is right. 

Mr. Linnywarre. In Guam you have a thousand children whose 
parents work on Federal property. You have in all essence a State, 
local tax and school district and it fits the formulas about the same 
as the State does. 

Mr. Barpen. Thatisright. They have so many different problems 
in Puerto Rico. For instance, | went all the way around the island. 
You did not see a single mowing machine on the shoulders of the 
highway. I do not know how many men I saw every mile or so, vou 
would see a man with one of these machetes down there cutting the 
grass and the weeds. So when I returned I asked the Governor 
about it. 1 told him I did not see a single mowing machine; all those 
fellows were down there on their knees with those machete knives 
cutting grass off the highway: ‘‘Why don’t vou use mowing machines?”’ 

He said, “If I did, what would I do with the fellows that are swing- 
ing the machete knives?” 

Of course, in that case we get into our sugar situation where we do 
not even let them have the labor to refine the sugar and that kind of 
business, which is so screwball to me. 

Mr. Battery. Is the gentleman from North Carolina willing to vote 
with me to do away with that sugar quota on a reciprocal trade 
proposition? 

Mr. Barpen. | will not care what kind of agreement proposition 
it is. To do away with that kind of situation, I would be glad to do 
away with it. I could never understand why the labor organizations 
were opposed to them working for an honest living down there. Of 
course, that is one of the pressures that brought it up to be done in 
the States. But it has created such an unemployment situation that 
it increases the pressure on them to come to the United States and 
when they come here, they are uneducated; I mean they just do not 
have the start of an education and there we are confronted with that 
problem. 

I do not like to keep harping on the situation, but if we could work 
out some basis for giving them some money, I would like to vote for 
some kind of money to cross part of the ocean. 

Chairman McConneuu. Go ahead, Doctor. 

Dr. Griessy. Although it may originally have been intended to 
enact Public Law 874 as permanent legislation after a 4-vear trial 
period, it is now proposed that the act be extended through fiscal 
year 1956. This extension of 2 vears is recommended in lieu of per- 
manent legislation at this time in order that the proposed Commission 
on Inter-Governmental Relations may have an opportunity to study 
this program in relation to other Federal-State-local programs. 

That concludes the prepared statement. 

Chairman McConneuu. Any other questions, gentlemen? 

Mr. Barpen. Yesterday I raised 2 or 3 questions with Mrs. Hobby. 
I wonder if you have had time to confer with her to determine any 
kind of policy on those three questions. One was the on-base schools. 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 149 


The other was the Labor Department's functions in this bill. The 
other was the rate. Well, we have been into that and apparently the 
doctor has not reached any definite decision on that. I think his 
conscience is leaning with me, but his tongue ts reluctant. 

Dr. Gricssy. They say in religious circles, ‘‘He is under convie- 
tion.”” As respects your question, Mr. Barden, I understand the 
Secretary plans to send you early next week a written communication 
on each of the three points you have raised. I presume that will be 
transmitted to the committee chairman for inclusion in whatever 
record you care to make of it. 

Mr. Barpen. On that you would not care to comment? 

Dr. GricsBy. | would not care to comment until you have that 
written report. We have undertaken to get the basic information 
bearing on those questions. 

Mr. Barpen. I would like a little information to be in the record 
that might be available to us when we are considering it. Do you have 
the figures and so forth concerning the school operation at Quantico? 

Mr. Littywarre. | have a summary of the figures that I had 
whipped up pretty quickly, that is, the amount of the budget and the 
number of children, and so on. 

Mr. Barpen. What is the number of children in Quantico? 

Mr. Littywuire. I do not have that. All I have is the budget here 
with me. 

Mr. Barpen. The budget discloses that, does it not? Do they not 
justify it? 

Mr. Littywuire. Quantico requested $121,017.31 for the 1952 
year for the elementary school. 

For high school, $47,137.32. We have approved the elementary 
school budget at $109,764, a reduction in the request of $11,253. We 
have not as yet approved the budget in the high school because we 
are still working on every way possible to try to reduce the cost in 
accordance with the direction in the law which is to be comparable to 


‘comparable communities in the State. 


Mr. Barpen. Under their budget there, if their budget was al- 
lowed, what would the cost per pupil be? 

Mr. Lintywuirer. The cost requested for the elementary school is 
$274. That would. be based on 441 children. 

The cost for the high school as requested would be $549 per child. 

Now that, as I say, we have not approved. | think I ought to say 
this about it: Those schools were in operation when this law was 
passed, financed by someone else. Now, we had a specific direction 
in this law to try, when we had to operate or had to approve the 
budgets, to bring them in line with comparable communities in the 
same State. Now, whenever you get a small high school, the costs 
go up because you cannot efficiently use the teachers and the rooms, 
and so on. You have to give those children the kind of courses of 
study that will permit them to be accepted in the schools in other 
States if they are transferred to other States, which most all of them 
are. 

Now, with those two things in mind, we have worked extremely hard 
to try to bring these costs in line with what seemed to us to be reason- 
able. 

Mr. Barpren, What is vour cost at Fort Bragg? 
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Mr. Littywutre. The cost at Fort Bragg is $220 per child. That 
is based on their anticipated average daily attendance—that is what 
they requested and we approved it. 

oe me Does that cover both the elementary and high 
school? 

Mr. Littywarre. There is no high school in Fort Bragg. They go 
off base. That is an elementary school. 

Mr. Barpen. How many children are there? 

Mr. Littywuire. The average daily attendance they expected 
this year was 1,500. Now, they have not put down for me what we 
have stated they would have. That has been one of the difficulties. 
They say we are going to have this many more divisions transferred 
in or something else come on here, we are going to build this housing, 
so the average daily attendance is estimated. We set a per capita 
cost. They estimate the average daily attendance. If they do not 
get those kids, they have already hired the teachers, then the cost 
per child goes up. We have had an extremely difficult time getting 
accurate estimates of enrollment. 

Now, Lejeune is a perfect case in point. I have the figures for 
that also. 

Mr. Barpen. As a matter of fact, you have to rely to a great extent 
on the States, I do not say rely but then they have proved to be 
quite an assistance to you, that is the State folks. 

Mr. Littywaire. If it were not for the State departments of educa- 
tion we would be in an almost helpless position. They have worked 
extremely well with us, but what can we do if the base commander 
says there are going to be this many children here this year. You 
hear that year after year and find out that the estimates don’t pan 
out. 

Mr. Barpen. What have you got at Lejeune? 

Mr. Littywnaire. At Lejeune the request was for $398,367 or per 
capita cost of $256. 

Now, they estimated 1,553, children when they sent in this request 
and, therefore, you divide the number of children into the total cost. 
It comes to $256. 

Mr. Barpen. The school just closed the other day. How many 
did they have? 

Mr. Lititywuite. They had 963 children. We approved their 
request this year for $256,000 for 1,000 children, which gives $256 per 
child. 

Our best judgment was that they would not have the 1,553 children 
they said they would, they would have 1,000 children. 

After talking with Mr. Duff and Mr. Cameron, they substantiated 
this position, so we cut down the number of children they estimated 
by one-third. Cut it down to a thousand because last year they had 
941 children. 

Mr. Barpven. How much did they use for the 952? 

Mr. Littywuire. I can supply the figures. 

Mr. Barpen. I understood that they used the full budget for the. 
952. 

Mr. Littywuirte. That is the problem. You take what they sa 
they are going to have and you approve the budget and they hire all 
those teachers and get them under contract, under civil service. If’ 
they have only 10 children to a room or 13 children to a room, they 
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have to keep them there. That is what has been the difficult problem 
in the past. 

Mr. Barpen. Now, the figures I have here are that they spent 
$398,367 for 952 pupils. 

Mr. Littywuite. That is probably correct, sir—$257,000 is what we 
approved. The actual expenditure in 1952 is $257,000. We try to 
make them pay back, if the enrollment does not come up, whatever 
they can save on it. 

Mr. Barpen. Have you paid up in full? 

Mr. Littywuirer. Yes, we would have paid up in full for 1952. 
This is the actual payment. The annual report for 1952 gives $257,768, 
which is what we paid them. 

Mr. Barpen. That is all? 

Mr. Littywuire. That is all. We devised this system because we 
could not guess at their average daily attendance too well. We set 
the per capita cost, on the estimated average daily attendance. It 
is the best we could agree on. If they fall below that, they stick with 
their per capita cost and not with their estimated average daily 
attendance, so it forces them to come down. : 

Chairman McConnetui. How much did they ask for? 

Mr. Littywuire. In 1952, I do not have it. 

Chairman McConne ut. I thought you read $398,000. 

Mr. Littywuire. That is for the 1954 budget. We have cut that 
by $100,000, 

Chairman McConnetyi. How much did they request, $398,000? 

Mr. Littywuire. $398,367. 

Chairman McConne.et. Requested for this next year? 

Mr. Lintywuire. Yes. And then they estimated 1,500 children; 
you see, dividing this in the money, it gives them a reasonable rate, 
$256. But we are pretty sure they would never reach that many 
children, but you commit your teachers for it and there is nothing you 
could do about it once they had commitments all made. 

Mr. Barpen. I have information that transportation costs 
amounted to 40 cents per mile per child. It is about 15 or 16 for 
the State and about 40 cents for the base. 

Mr. Littywuite. That is one of the very difficult things to work 
on, is to try to get them in line with whatever the practice is in their 
local community for transportation. It is not very easy, Congress- 
man. We cut their request this year $141,000. We cut that much 
from the request in the budget we approved. If they get those 
children, we can increase it. 

Mr. Barpen. Are you not at a terrible disadvantage to try to 
work with those on-base schools? 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes, frankly, we are at an extreme disadvantage. 
What can you tell a commanding general about how many children 
are coming on the base during the year? 

Mr. BarpeEN. Well, the operational cost, do you not find most of 
it clear out of range? 

Mr. Littywuirte. I try to tell them they only need two teachers 
in the summer for the remedial work, the children that have not 
quite made their grades, and they have these problems: ‘No, we 
have these children coming from all over the world that have not had 
good schooling. We need ten teachers all summer long.” 
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About all you can do is get with your State department and find 
out what the normal practice is in the State, the number of supervisors, 
the number of teachers, the number of summer school teachers, and 
try to get some kind of basis that way, as I say, you are pretty near 
helpless. 

Mr. BarpEN. You are about to justify giving the States a little 
something for this trouble, are you not? 

Mr. Littywaire. They certainly have been extremely cooperative 
in this program. 

Mr. Barpen. | still am of the opinion that if the resolution is 
adopted by this House, and I think it will be, requiring all of the 
agencies of the Government to file with the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion a report on expenditures, that that will be a greater deterrent to 
the waste of money for on-base schools than you can ever apply from 
the Commissioner of Eduecation’s office. Then you are in this situa- 
tion, if you do not like the way they run them, then you have one 
alternative, run them yourself, and that is far more objectionable than 
the wasting of money, is it not? 

Mr. Lituywarre. Certainly as far as we are concerned we do not 
want to run schools. 

Mr. Barpen. That is all. I will await the other information that 
is coming up. 

Chairman McConneuu. Thank you, Dr. Grigsby and Dr. Lilly- 
white. The committee anticipates it will be calling on both of you from 
time to time prior to the working out of the provisions of the new bill. 

This will end the hearings for the day. Tomorrow they will resume 
at 10 a. m., and the witnesses will be Oscar V. Rose, superintendent 
of schools, Midwest City, Okla.; Walter Stebbins, superintendent of 
schools, Mad River Township, Dayton, Ohio; Leonard Maine, super- 
intendent of schools, Portsmouth, R. 1. 

The committee is adjourned until 10 a. m., tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 1:15 p. m., the committee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at 10 a. m., tomorrow, June 12, 1953.) 
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or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE, 
oN EpucaTion AND LaABor, 
Washington, D. ©. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in Room 
429, House Office Building, Hon. Carroll D. Kearns presiding. 

Present: Representatives Kearns, Holt and Bailey. 

Present also: John O. Graham, chief cierk; Fred G. Hussey, minority 
clerk; Edward A. MeCabe, general counsel; Jock Hoghland, assistant 
general counsel; Russell C. Derrickson, chief investigator; and Ben 

_ Johnson, investigator. 

Mr. Kearns. The hearing will come to order. 

The chairman, Mr. McConnell, cannot be present this morning, 
but I know he will read the testimony and evalute the information 
given to use by the witnesses this morning. We will proceed as 
immediately as we can. 

The first witness this morning will be Mr. Oscar V. Rose, superinten- 
dent of schools, Midwest City, Okla. 

Mr. Rose, will you identify yourself to the committee and the 
reporter and proceed, please? 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR V. ROSE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
MIDWEST CITY, OKLA. 


Mr. Rosr. I believe it is on my prepared statement, Congressman. 

Mr. Kearns. All right. 

Mr. Ross. So I think I will just start from there. 

Of course, I am superintendent of schools at Midwest City, and I 
am testifying not necessarily in that capacity because things | present 
in my testimony are more or less of a general nature which I believe 
to apply generally rather than specifically to the Midwest City schools. 

In my testimony I have referred for illustrative purposes only to 
some statistics on the Midwest City schools in order that they might 
clarify the point that I wanted to make. 

I certainly want to thank the chairman of this subcommittee for 
the opportunity of presenting testimony regarding the legislation 
being considered to continue assistance to school districts throughout 
the Nation which have financial problems resulting from activities 
of the Federal Government. It was my privilege to testify during the 
consideration of Public Laws 8, 15, and 874, and as one of the schools 
which has been assisted to a great degree, 1 wish to testify to their 
high degree of successful operation. 
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I guess Midwest City school has perhaps received almost as much 
as any school in the United States out of these two public laws. 

My local school district wishes to express its appreciation for this 
assistance, and I believe that if the Congress had time to view the 
school buildings constructed throughout the Nation under Publie 
Law 815 it would conclude that the moneys appropriated for this law 
had been well spent and had done a wonderful job in meeting the need 
for facilities which existed when the former study was made prior to 
enactment of this legislation. 

I refer to the committee that made the study throughout the Nation 
and saw the deplorable conditions. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Bailey was chairman of that committee. 

Mr. Rose. That is right. 

I also wish to commend the manner in which the United States 
Office of Education has administered these laws. Many questions 
have arisen demanding administrative determination, and I believe 
that in each instance full consideration has been given both the schools 
and the Federal Government. 

1 believe I will say in addition to that I am a little bit disappointed 
in the proposals recommended by the United States Office of Eduea- 
tion and the Department of Health, Education and Welfare because 
I do not beleive they will de the job. 

I wish this testimony to be considered only as suggestions of a 
school superintendent who has the entire program in mind and the 
comments concerning the Midwest City school problem are made only 
for illustrative purposes. If they should prove worthwhile in im- 
proving this legislation I shall be well repaid for the effort. 

Ten years ago last month I came to what was then the Sooner school 
district and in which the Oklahoma City Air Materiel Command, 
including Tinker Field, was being established. About 2 months prior 
to that Midwest City, a housing project of some 200 homes and not a 
single business across the street from this installation, was incorpo- 
rated. In fact, the whole area had been a wheat field the previous 
year. I closed the school term that June with about 200 pupils, but 
an average daily attendance of anly 135 for the school term because the 
impact had come late in the spring. 

On May 22 of this year, just 10 years later, I closed another school 
year with over 7,000 pupils and an average daily attendance of 6,451 
pupils for the school year. These 10 years have been interesting, 
challenging, and beset with many problems. Interesting because of 
the opportunity to meet and work with Members of the Congress, 
Government agencies, and other school men with similar problems 
throughout the Nation. It was challenging because of the magnitude 
of the task of providing educational opportunities for this host of 
ever-increasing, ever-changing children coming from every State in 
the Union and many foreign countries. In other words, they go 
through there. We have a change of some 1,500 to 1,800 every year. 
They come and go. This challenge became more impressive since I 
realized that no child ever recalls a year of his life to live it over but 
that each vear either adds to or detracts from the total of his achieve- 
ment at any future date. Especially is this true with regard to his 
educational progress. 

With this viewpoint the problems became opportunities and with 
the exception of controlled materials, the problems were principelly 
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financial resulting from an impact for which the local fiscal pattern 
was not designed to meet. This situation is used only as an example 
of many hundreds of similar situations throughout the Nation and 
different largely in the degree of impact. 

I think if we study those schools we will find that the problems as 
among them are closely related to the degree of impact that the 
school district has experienced. 

Mr. Kearns. Do you break this down later as to clementary and 
secondary? 

Mr. Rose. No, sir; but I can. 

Mr. Kearns. I think that would be very worthwhile. 

Mr. Rose. You mean the attendance? 

Mr. Kearns. Yes. Your 6,451 pupils. Do vou have 6, 3, and 3? 

Mr. Rost. We have 6, 3, and 3, so 1 can give vou all 3 of them. 

They could have been met only with the Lanham Act, the Landis 
Act, the Wier Act, and finally through Public Laws 815 and 874. 
Since these problems continue to maintain they will continue to be 
met only with a continuation of these two public laws which are, | 
think, unquestionably an improvement over any previous legislation. 

Certainly, they should be improved through amendments where 
experience clearly shows that improvement is possible. However, it 
is hazardous to make changes without being very certain that such 
changes will be an improvement. [| want to remind the committce 
of the many times and the whole vear of study put in in this room 
where they started out with a particular formula only to pursue it 
and find that it did not do the job. Therefore, when we begin to 
tinker with formulas, unless they are carefully examined and ap- 
plied, very serious damage can be done and the result can defeat 
the whole effort of those who are working on the job. Perhaps very 
few, if any, laws on the statute books were given more thought, 
effort, consideration, and study than these two laws, and thus any 
amendments should be given the same careful study. In my humble 
judgment, both of these laws could be simply extended with very 
minor changes and without any serious results. 

In general, 1 believe that any amendments should be motivated 
by the desire to define the Federal responsibility and need— and I 
refer to the need of the schools, because the philosophy of these two 
bills is twofold, it is a Federal responsibility, and then there is the 
need of the se hools, and they overlap in some instances, and in some 
instances they become quite defined individually—-better and then 
meet these more equitably if it can be done rather than to limit the 
cost to the Federal Government. 

This obligation on the Federal budget is a minor one by comparison 
and should be met the same as the tax obligations are met by other 
citizens of the community. 

In discussing the merit of the changes in these laws, both those 
proposed in the legislation under consideration and others which 
have not been proposed, I shall deal with Public Law 875 first and 
874 last, and shall call attention to specific changes separately. 

1. Consideration should be given to extending the time for making 
appropriations in payment of present entitlements under Public Law 
815 unless such appropriations are made prior to enactment of this 
legislation. School districts accepted the provisions of this law at 
face value and administered their own funds in relation to its terms, 
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and in many instances their ability to meet the normal non-Federal 
future increases has been seriously impaired. 

In that connection, the Midwest City School District has received 
all of its entitlement. Yet, I have talked to many, many school 
superintendents of districts throughout the Nation who are very, very 
seriously hurt because they met the Federal needs with a view to being 
reimbursed so that as time went on they would still be in a position 
to continue to meet their own needs, and, of course, they have received 
no funds whatsoever. I refer particularly to the reimbursement 
feature of this bill. 

School administrators have been seriously criticized at the local 
level because they advised the school boards to go ahead and meet the 
needs, calling their attention to the fact that we are promised reim- 
bursement so why wait until Congress gets around to making the 
appropriation, 

There are many, many ramifications on this point that seriously 
should be considered in evaluating the responsibility of the Federal 
Government to those particular schools, and again I say that it does 
not affect my own local district. 

The elimination of the entitlement concept in this type of legisla- 
tion will weaken it materially and increase the pressure on the United 
States Office of Education in the administration of whatever amount 
of Federal funds are appropriated. I recall the time when the first 
appropriation was made and applications were on file at the United 
States Office of Education for many, many times what that appropria- 
tion was. 

Frankly, as I review it, or remind myself of the conditions then, 
the only way we kept from having a riot among the schoolmen was 
the fact that they would say “We have your entitlement and there 
will be more appropriations made, and will share and receive your 
aid progressively.” 

All right, let us imagine a situation in which this does not exist, 
but every school simply gets the impression by the law that “if I 
don’t get mine out of this appropriation I am not going to get it.” 

Either legislation entitles a school district to some help or it is 
of no value to it. When such entitlement is established school dis- 
tricts will accept an orderly manner of appropriating funds to meet 
such entitlements as the various districts complete plans for its use. 
All districts will not be ready for funds at the same time, and there- 
fore if there is a system set up where they evaluate that to which 
they are entitled, they will go ahead and take more time in develop- 
ing their respective plans. 

Mr. Kearns. That has been pretty well worked out. 

Mr. Rost. Yes, sir. However, the present legislation eliminates or 
abdicates from the theory of entitlement. Such a principle allows 
for and encourages careful planning. Otherwise, hasty, and in many 
cases unwise, planning will be done with a view to obtaining a project 
from the first appropriation made. Such a practice should not be 
encouraged. 

2. It is quite obvious that the Federal responsibility to assist in 
the construction of school facilities under the principles of this legis- 
lation will not expire on June 30, 1954. It is also readily admitted 
that our defense effort will not reach its peak by this date, and unless 
a different plan is anticipated the Federal responsibility will not be 
met. 
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Of course, to do it over every few years, it would occur to me, is a 
waste of time, energy, and thought, especially since right now we 
know about as much about the conditions of this type of schools as 
we will know 2 vears hence. That was not the case when the first 
law was enacted, but we do have the benefit of these vears now, of 
their administrative guidance. 

So long as the defense part of our national budget remains a large 
proportion of the total budget we may expect the displacement of 
children to continue. While it may be on a much smaller scale than 
at present there will be school districts which are unable to meet the 
need the same as they have in the past and are at the present. 

Mr. Battery. What would you advocate as to the life of the bill? 

Mr. Rose. | would say at least one more year than it is. | think 
I would consult with the defense people and find out just how the 
curve of defense aetivity and spending was going to run, and | would 
attach the closing date of this bill to that. 

Mr. Kearns. 1955? 

Mr. Roser. Yes. Personally I see no reason for it not being longer 
than that because there are safeguards that keep any school from 
continuing to receive money, unless they continue to qualify and eon- 
tinue to have the need for receiving the money. So that actually 
the termination date now is rather unimportant from the viewpoint 
of refining the legislation. We already know about it and how it is 
working. 

3. Minimum school facilities do not meet the need of an educa- 
tional program for children today, and it follows that unless the 
Federal Government assumes its responsibility for complete school 
facilities for that segment of the pupil load resulting from its activi- 
ties such facilities will not be available. 

I want to comment just a moment on that. Some of the testimony 
presented here, of course, indicated that under the priority system 
and the restrictions necessary during the last 3 years only the mini- 
mum facilities were allowed. But I want to point out to you that 
the school districts received their allotment of money on the basis of 
complete school facilities. 

It is true they took that money and spent it for minimum school 
facilities, but they still have the buying power left to complete those 
facilities, and in many instances they have put money with it and 
completed the school facilities at the time. Some districts had money 
and some did not. But nevertheless the money going to the school 
districts covered complete school facilities, and the Government met 
its complete responsibility in that regard where it did make the allot- 
ment to the schools. It has not met its responsibility to those schools 
to whom it has made no allotment. So there is not quite the implica- 
tion there that I would like to make. 

Mr. Bartey. Would you mind clarifying your testimony? You 
say ‘those districts to which they have made no allocation.” They 
have made them an allocation, but they paid no money. 

Mr. Rose. They made an entitlement but paid no money, made no 
allocation of funds. 

Mr. Kearns. In some instances we have made the allocation, too, 
and there has been weak administration at the high level. 

Mr. Rose. Yes, that is right. I should not say that, because 
frankly I do not know. I have no way of knowing. I am certain 
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that out of 2,300 school districts there would be some good, bad, and 
indifferent administrations at the local level. 

Sspecially will this be true in the most heavily impacted school 
districts where the Federal responsibility is most generally accepted. 
To continue to accept this measure of responsibility is simply doing 
what the remaining taxpayers of the school district are doing. In 
other words, we keep voting levies vear after year until we reach 
either our maximum or remain at our maximum ability, or we reach 
the standard which the community sets for its complete school 
facilities. 

Further, it reduces the Federal control necessary in the administra- 
tion of this legislation. I have never vet been told what is the dif- 
ference moneywise between complete school facilities and minimum 
school facilities. I think if they do go to that, then some determina- 
tion of that should be indicated in the law. I would seriously recom- 
mend against the minimum facility limit in the law, but at the same 
time it can be known now just as much as it can after the law is 
enacted. 

Mr. Kearns. Where do vou think that discretion should lie? 

Mr. Ross. I think it should be brought out in the testimony 
here as to What is minimum school facilities with relation to complete 
school facilities, otherwise it is completely a discretionary matter 
after the law is passed. If this is done, my Congressman and any- 
body else's Congressman can evaluate this legislation when he votes 
on it. 

Any plan for requiring a school district to show a growth in the 
non-Federal children should be based on the normal increase in the 
State rather than in the Nation. 

Mr. Baitey. At that particular point, does this proposed new legis- 
lation put it on an average—— 

Mr. Rose. National basis, and I believe it suggests 10 percent. 

Now, | believe I will make this statement now. I know I have 
put in not less than 100 hours on this legislation in studying it and 
applying it and creating forms by which it might be applied, talking 
to schoolmen about its application, and helping them to apply it to 
their districts. 

Mr. Kearns. That is a lot of hours. 

Mr. Rose. That is a lot of hours. But it is one of the most 
important things that is now being considered concerning a good 
many schoolchildren. And, of course, it is the very life and death 
of my school district. I take the viewpoint that if I do not find that 
time a school district such as mine ought to get a different superin- 
tendent of schools who can find that time and will major in majors 
and not major in minors. 

Mr. Battey. Would you mind giving us your viewpoint on why 
there would be an advantage to a State average rather than a national 
average? 

Mr. Rose. I cover it here in my statement. 

Mr. Baitey. Go right ahead. Excuse the interruption. 

Mr. Rosr. School buildings are financed on a State pattern of 
taxation for such increases, and this pattern will be influenced and 
changed by the need on a State basis and not on a national basis. 

For instance, the increase in the average daily attendance in Okla- 
homa from 1948-49 to 1950-51, a 3-year period, was 2.7 percent, 
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which was much less than the national average. We were one of the 
States that lost a couple of Congressmen. 

Mr. Kearns. What was the national average? 

Mr. Rost. It was mentioned here in the last 2 or 3 days, I believe, 
that during the 2 vears there ought to be a 10 percent increase in 
the national average, thus a school district should be charged with a 
10 percent increase on their non-Federal load prior to ealeulating 
section 202 (c) or 4 (a). 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Bailey, I was not here. Was that 10 percent 
accepted? 

Mr. Roser. I do not remember there being any questions con- 
cerning it. 

Mr. Batter. Yes, I rather think so. 

Mr. Rose. All right. Now, we follow with this, gentlemen. 2.7 
percent was much less than the national average. Thus, when a 
few of the schools with a much higher percent of increase made an 
effort to increase the legal bonding limit—and I made a 15 minute 
talk before the Senate in Oklahoma to try to get them to raise the bond- 
ing limit—we learned that the present limit was not seriously handi- 
capping the majority of schools in the State and were defeated in the 
effort. We simply found that Oklahoma, not being one of the States 
which had a tremendous increase, was not worrying too much about 
the pattern of taxation for taking care of this increase, because it was 
not there. 1 do not know what it will be in the next 3 years. I 
only pointed out facts which do exist from the record over the past 
3 years. Maybe it will be 10 the next 3, but I would not say; I do 
not think it will be. 

Mr. Battey. Let me ask you a question. What type of population 
did you lose? Was it the agricultural people leaving the State, or 
what? 

Mr. Rosr. My guess would be that that is true. I know that the 
first school district in which I taught in 1924 was an agricultural 
district, and it had a very nice little 4 room brick building. That 
was sold a couple of years ago for a man to raise turkeys in. They 
had moved the few remaining pupils up to an additional school. 

There are some metropolitan areas in Oklahoma that I am sure have 
had more increase than that. But the State pattern is designed to 
meet the State need. 

Then I go ahead in my statement and say, on the other hand, in 

. ’ 
the States where the increase is greater than the national average, 
we find plans for State help being established because the need is 
general. 

I have attempted at the State level to encourage our State ot 
embark on a State-aid program for construction of school buildings, 
but there is not a lot of pressure to carry it out. 

We will just use this illustration: In California, where the increase 
in pupils has been much above this national average-—I believe I am 
right on that—they have had to find a different pattern and modify 
their ae pattern in order to meet it. 

No. 5. I feel certain that a careful check of the facts will reveal 
that to dias the formula—and I might add that I think this is the 
most serious change in the proposed legislation—for determining the 
amount of aid for a section 202 (b) pupil from 70 percent of the cost to 
45 percent of the cost will not finance school facilities for these school 
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children. If it is a question of whether we are going to finance them 
or whether we are not, I think we have got to consider that. Actually, 
whereas now we receive 75 percent of a 100 percent of complete school 
facilities, we would then receive about 36 percent of the complete 
school facilities, assuming that minimum school facilities would be 
about 80 percent of complete. [don’t know. As I said before, that 
has not been defined before this committee. 

Mr. Baitey. I asked a question vesterday, Mr. Rose, when Dr. 
Grigsby was testifying, whether this legislation contemplated aban- 
doning the idea of the Government taking care of its responsibility 
and putting it on a Federal-grants-in-aid to assist the States. 

Do you agree with the thought I expressed there, that this present 
proposal would eliminate the idea that the Government had certain 
responsibilities to discharge, and that they were now proposing not 
to discharge all of those but to make maximum grants? 

Mr. Ross. Well, Mr. Bailey, the language of the proposal speaks 
for itself. It just does not propose to meet its responsibilities. And 
I hope to show you this in part of this testimony. 

Mr. Battny. Pardon me for interrupting. 

Mr. Rosn. In general, the funds available for such pupils will be 
the increased wealth in a school district due to their increase plus 
the Federal payment, and unless this sum equals the cost of either 
minimum or complete school facilities, whichever the objective is, 
they cannot be provided. Especially is this true in the most heavily 
impacted school districts. A simple check on this might be to take 
a sampling of such school districts and see if funds from these two 
sources completed the school facilities needed as of June 30, 1952. 

We have just gone through a period in which we got 70 percent of 
the completed schinsh facilities, used it, and then all of our local funds, 
and yet did not provide complete school facilities for the children. 
And that can easily be checked. Just see whether there were any 
complete school facilities in those types of districts. It is true where 
there is a smaller impact, maybe they had their full bonding capacity 
remaining when they went into this building program in 1950 and 
they were able to complete school facilities because they could put 
their own money in for those, but in the school districts that had gone 
through this 10-year period and entered the school construction 
program under 815 and already had spent all their money, they 
therefore had no money to make complete school facilities, and, thus, 
do not have them today. There is not but one school building in 
Midwest City school that is complete, and I am not quarreling about 
it, but I am saying that it cannot be done when you have a reduced 
amount of money. 

If they did not, even the same formula will prove more inadequate 
since a school district will be less able to adjust to the new increase 
within the 2-year period. 

It must be remembered that school facilities are a capital cost and 
are usually provided over a period of years on a normal increase 
program. In other words, starting at any given time, normal schools 
have a set of school buildings, and then they use their local resources, 
bonds and building levies, or whatever the pattern is, to add to those 
and to keep those up. But keep in mind many of these school districts 
such as Midwest City, which started in a wheat field, every foot of 
the buildings that they have constructed cost 8, 9, and 10 dollars a 
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square foot, and, in the larger States, some as high as $15, whereas 
the buildings that were in existence, even though, maybe 10, 20, 30, 
or 40 years old, were still school buildings. But there are some of 
these schools that had no buildings at all at the beginning of this 
high-cost period. Therefore, the pattern of taxation did not go as 
far in starting from seratch as it did starting from, we will say, a 
mediocre set of buildings. 

With this unusual impact, however, school districts are called upon 
to increase their facilities at once and long before any adjustment in 
the local fiseal condition can be made. The adjustment in the fiscal 
condition does not keep up with the adjustment in the children. 

For example, in a school district which has an increase in section 
202 (b) pupils, it is assumed that its financial ability will adjust 
immediately for 55 percent of the cost. That is what we are supposed 
to pay. These pupils may even come into the district at the close of 
the term or during the summer and need a school building in Sep- 
tember, whereas there will be no change whatever in the local dis- 
trict’s financial ability. It may take several years to make this 
adjustment, and during that time the children will be without ade- 
quate facilities. 

I offer this as simply an illustration: there are no less than 50 lots in 
Midwest City on which I would say in 10 years there will be business 
buildings—today there are not. There has never been but about 1 
vear of time since the World War IL began in which vou could unre- 
strictively construct business buildings, and therefore they built barely 
enough to accomodate the population, and the business section is by 
no means in these new areas as large in proportion to any old settled 
town. 

The Federal responsibility cannot be measured exactly by its pro- 
portion of the cost of such facilities. It also includes the cost resulting 
from the unusual impact not measurable exactly, but to which the 
school district cannot be expected to adjust immediately. 

Another very simple method of telling whether a school district is in 
a position to meet its part of the resultant cost is to compare the 
taxable wealth per capita after the impact to that which existed before. 
In the case of the Midwest City school district this amounted to over 
$5,500 before the impact, but it is now only $1,340. 

It is true, as far as section 202 (b) children are concerned, if it were 
just half as much since the Federal Government proposes to pay half of 
it, and there had been no non-Federal increase, we would have an 
equation. But whatever increase comes in a district must first be 
used to take care of its non-Federal impact. And, by the way, I 
might say, I believe the figures as | have them from memory are these: 
the non-Federal impact in my school district since 1939 was from 225 
to a little over 2,000 pupils. We have had to use our increased wealth 
to take care of that, for which we get no Federal aid. 

During this 10-vear period the taxable wealth per pupil has never 
gone above $2,225, and has fluctuated almost directly proportional to 
the degree of annual impact. If the impact was light the taxable 
wealth improved slightly, if it was larger the wealth was materially 
reduced. 

I want you to remember this: During the current vear there was an 
increase of 740 section 202 (b) pupils and a total increase of 1,340 in 
this school district, and the per capita taxable wealth was reduced 
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from $1,408 to $1,339. Most of that remaining 600 were, I will say, 
non-Federals; | have forgotten how many. Some of them were 
202 (ce) children. 

Is it reasonable to expect this district to provide 55 percent of the 
cost of this 740 pupils in addition to providing 55 percent of the cost 
for increase in section 202 (c) pupils and the entire cost of the non- 
Federal pupils in this total increase? It just cannot be done. We 
have to have full aid on the part of that segment of the school popula- 
tion that is the Federal responsibility. And I dare say that instead 
of having 1,340 pupils increase, which was about a 26 percent increase 
over last year, we would have had maybe 4 or 5 percent, like the other 
districts, even in the metropolitan areas. 

In other words, I say that practically all of that 1,340 was directly 
or indirectly a result of the Federal activity, even though they are 
not identified specifically within the law. 

Regardless of the seeming equity of a theory which places this part 
of the cost on the school district, realistically, it can’t be done. 

I am faced with realism rivself, and thése other school mea ace also. 

Another difference in the general financial pattern to provide funds 
for facilities as compared to operation costs is the fact that few States 
offer assistance on facilities, and most of them help in meeting the 
operation costs. Thus, equity cannot be achieved by using the same 
percentage thinking for both in Federal legislation designed to supple- 
ment other funds in meeting the two needs. 

Previous testimony has called attention to the reason for making 
this change to the fact that in Public Law 874 only 50 percent of the 
local contribution rate was paid on operation. That is true. But 
the State steps in in most States and supplements that, whereas they 
don’t do it on the matter of buildings. 

It must also be remembered that the qualifying percentage re- 
quirements, while seeming to be similar to those of the present bill, 
actually are quite different. This difference results from the fact 
that those in the present bill were met by an impact accumulating 
over a 10-year period while those of the proposal must be met over a 
2-vear period. A fair check on the equity of the operation of these 
qualifying percentages will be to consider the facts now available for 
the 2-vear period of 1951-52 and 1952-53 in relation to 1950-51. 
Now, the proposal says that a school district must have, I believe, 
a 5- and 10-percent increase over the population in 1951-52 during 
the next 2 vears. Let us just see if that is reasonable as applied to 
this other 3-vear period. 

In other words, there is not going to be a lot of difference in the 
relationship between 1950-51, 1951-52, and 1952-53, and beginning in 
the vear 1951-52 and 1952-53 and 1953-54. That is why I think all 
these things should be checked before the change is made to see what 
they are going to do. And in that connection, I feel a distinct re- 
sponsibility to those who have been so friendly to this program, I 
mean Congressmen and Senators, in advising them, if I may, what 
this will do to the schools in which they are particularly interested, 
and the whole program as a whole. I know that I would feel very 
derelict in my duty to the Oklahoma delegation if I did not put in the 
work and study necessary to tell them what I thought chis legislation 
would do, because they are depending upon me to do it, and they 
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ought to know now, not after the legislation is passed, because they 
will likely support it because they always have. 

How many school districts meet the new requirements from these 
dates? 

It might be reasoned that a similar number will qualify under the 
proposed legislation and the others will not. 

Since there was but slight administrative difficulty in the adminis- 
tration of Public Law 815, and since it did such a fine job tn meeting 
the need, I sincerely urge careful consideration before any changes 
are made in extending it. About the only advantage I ean see from 
changing it is you can reduce the amount of money that it will take 
to pay it off. If that is the objective, then it can be done. 

Now, No. 6, the question of connecting the assistance or eligibility 
for section 202 (c) pupils to eritical defense areas should be carefully 
considered. The declaration of such areas is in no way the re- 
sponsibility of the local school officials and many times other forces 
and objectives completely dominate such a determination. Even 
with the impact deseribed herein for the Midwest City schools, no 
part of the schoo: district or area has ever been declared a critical 
defense area. | feel certain that many schooi districts will experience 
the same circumstances. It seems to me that before such a require- 
ment is made definite, information as to the number of such areas 
in relation to the number of communities which might expect aid under 
this section should be provided. Otherwise this requirement will 
nullify this section. 

Mr. Battey. Would you suggest some qualifying language, a 
Federal Commissioner of Education, or—— 

Mr. Rose. I do not think it ought to be connected at all with the 
critical defense areas. That is controlled by real estate men who do 
not want rent control, or some others who want some community 
facilities, and that is not within the influence of the school officials. 

Mr. Baitey. I think it is unwise to leave it on whether it is a 
critical area. 

Mr. Rose. That is right. The impact is the important thing. 

Further, this section has the most restrictive requirements as to 
percent of impact, and Federal connection of any other section of the 
law with the added requirement that a district shall show effort and 
need to qualify for assistance. It would seem unnecessary to make an 
added requirement completely foreign to the problem and beyond the 
control of those charged with the responsibility of the public schools. 

In other words, you just cannot get money under 202 (c¢) unless you 
need it. 

Mr. Batmey. At this point, Mr. Chairman, I see Mr. Lillywhite 
in the audience. 1 think if the figures are available, the record at this 
point should show what percent of those affected districts are now 
critical areas. 

Mr. Littywaire. Could I make a statement? 1 could certainly 
get that information for you. We have a running tabulation, but the 
critical area definition in this law or proposal is not the critical area 
definition that has been used in Public Law 139. This a determina- 
tion for the basis of this law only. So what would be done I don’t 
know, but I can supply it for the other critical defense areas used for 
another purpose. 

Mr. Kearns. Redefine it, in other words. 
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Mr. Littywuire. That is right. 

Mr. Barney. Do you think then it would not be germane to the 
testimony at this time since it is not in the sense of critical areas as 
have been administered under the existing law? 

Mr. Linuywuire. I think it is germane to the testimony of this 
man and any schoolman that is in one of these impacted areas. 
Certainly they have a right and an obligation to question what this 
thing will do. On the other hand, the determination can be made 
on the basis of Federal impact. Whether or not it should be restricted 
to critical areas is something else. 

But I think it is germane for a schoolman to question it, certainly. 

Mr. Kearns. They are always bound to differ anyway. 

Mr. Rose, I will guarantee you that any school that has a 10-percent 
impact in section 202 (c) will be critical to the board of education and 
the school administrator, and that requirement is in there. 

The exclusion of service personnel from section 202 (c) will work a 
distinet hardship on many school districts, both in this public law 
and Public Law 874. Again, this will adversely affect the most 
heavily impacted districts to a greater degree than those with a small 
percentage of impact. A school district just simply cannot adjust 
to absorb these pupils immediately. This fact is more pronounced 
as regards to meeting the capital outlay needed for increased school 
facilities. The capital problem has been, I believe, more serious than 
the maintenance and operation problem because of the fact that the 
States did assist in one and did not in the other, in most instances. 

Mr. Batney. I believe vou will agree that this area of impact is 
rather a fuzzv-edged one, is it not? 

Mr. Rose. The question of impact? 

Mr. Battery. Yes. The Government cannot be held entirely 
responsible for the fact that activities like they have installed in your 
district have come in, and that they are completely and entirely 
responsible for someone who will have to come in there and may be a 
truck driver or delivery man or someone engaged in servicing the 
people. 

Mr. Roser. Well, they have not been beld responsible only to the 
extent of the need. There is no formula on that particular group. 
However, | would say this: In the Midwest City School District we 
have received more money on maintenance and operation and we have 
received more money on the four a’s than we have on the other 
children because we had no local funds to apply to them. They were 
completely dissipated in finaneing the increase in Federal pupils. 

Keep this in mind, and I use it only for illustration. I think there 
are other cases just like it. We are assuming an increase of some 1,800 
non-Federal pupils. 1 just do not believe that that school district 
would have had that much increase had it not been for the Federal 
activity. Yet, we cannot put hats on them, so to speak, and attach 
them to any one of the sections in the law. 

Mr. Barney. You would recommend then a continuation of that 
category? 

Mr. Rost. I sure would. Now I realize that it is fuzzy. Maybe 
vou ought to set it out in the report or in the law and clarify it just a 
little bit. 

Mr. Battey. I had hoped that the normal increase in property 
assessments would eventually wipe out the need for this category. 
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1 can understand that in the beginning the need was so great and that 
there is a delay in getting newly constructed properties on the assess- 
ment books, and things of that kind, and that is one reason why we 
included that category in the legislation to begin with. 

Mr. Rose. Yes. 

Mr. Batuey. Has the situation improved in your district? [I am 
speaking of your assessments. 

Mr. Rose. [have that in here a little later, Mr. Bailey. 

Mr. Batrey. | will wait. 

Mr. Rose. Our taxable property has increased about S's times, 
from a little over $1 million to $8!) million, and I think next year it 
will go up to about $914 million. We have almost a million-dollar 
increase a vear. But we have a lot more pupils than that ratio 
would support. 

Mr. Battery. What is vour bonding capacity? 

Mr. Rost. Five percent. 

Mr. Battey. Are you at that capacity? 

Mr. Rose. Yes, sir. We voted a $95,000 bond issue this spring 
and have every school vear. 

Mr. Battey. You re-vote them? 

Mr. Rose. We retire them and re-vote them. 

Mr. Battey. What is vour assessment rate there? 

Mr. Rose. I would say about 30 percent. 

Mr. Barney. What do you mean by 30 percent? 

Mr. Rose. Of the actual value, about 30 percent of the actual 
value. I wish I could tell you more than that. That is the Oklahoma 
tax pattern, and our levy then is high. 

Mr. Battey. What is vour levy? 

Mr. Ross. Our levy for schools was $2.90, 29 mills. We have a 
high levy and a reasonably low assessed valuation. 

Mr. Kearns. Do you have a limit on bonded debt? 

Mr. Rose. Five percent. We try to get the State legislature to 
refer a constitutional amendment to the people to raise it to 10 
percent. We failed in this past legislature. 

Mr. Batxey. In regard to the proposed restrictions on this par- 
ticular category, you say you estimate you would have 1,800 pupils 
to take care of, that are “nonfederally connected, normal increase. 

Mr. Ross. That is since 1939. 

Mr. Battery. What is the situation today? 

Mr. Rost. I am putting the whole period together, you see. In 
the last year, as I said, we had 1,340-pupil increase in the average 
daily attendance, 740 of which we could tie down to section 3. The 
other 600 of them went into section 4 (a) in the M. and O. bill and 
section 202 (c) in the building bill, or they did not go anywhere because 
they were not section 3 children. So I don’t remember just how 
many of them were increases in section 4 (a), but I would just say 
offhand about 200 of them, and the other 400 are non-Federal increase, 
which is not a normal increase; it is far above a normal increase. 
But at the same time we have those abnormal increases in non- 
Federal children. 

Mr. Hotr. What assistance do you get from the State of Oklahoma? 

Mr. Roser. None for buildings. 

Mr. Hour. Just maintenance? 

Mr. Ross. That is right. 
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Mr. Littywuire. That is right. 

Mr. Battery. Do you think then it would not be germane to the 
testimony at this time since it is not in the sense of critical areas as 
have been administered under the existing law? 

Mr. Linuywuire. I think it is germane to the testimony of this 
man and any schoolman that is in one of these impacted areas, 
Certainly they have a right and an obligation to question what this 
thing will do. On the other hand, the determination can be made 
on the basis of Federal impact. Whether or not it should be restricted 
to critical areas is something else. 

But | think it is germane for a schoolman to question it, certainly. 

Mr. Kearns. They are always bound to differ anyway. 

Mr. Rosk, I will guarantee you that any school that has a 10-percent 
impact in section 202 (c¢) will be eritical to the board of education and 
the school administrator, and that requirement ts in there. 

The exclusion of service personnel from section 202 (¢) will work a 
distinet hardship on many school districts, both in this publie law 
and Public Law 874. Again, this will adversely affect the most 
heavily impacted districts to a greater degree than those with a small 
percentage of impact. A school district just simply cannot adjust 
to absorb these pupils immediately. This faet is more pronounced 
as regards to meeting the capital outlay needed for increased school 
facilities. The capital problem has been, I believe, more serious than 
the maintenance and operation problem because of the fact that the 
States did assist in one and did not in the other, in most instances, 

Mr. Baiwey. I believe you will agree that this area of impact is 
rather a fuzzy-edged one, is it not? 

Mr. Rosn. The question of impact? 

Mr. Barney. Yes. The Government cannot be held entirely 
responsible for the fact that activities like they have installed in your 
district have come in, and that they are completely and entirely 
responsible for someone who will have to come in there and may be a 
truck driver or delivery man or someone engaged in servicing the 
people. 

Mr. Rose. Well, they have not been beld responsible only to the 
extent of the need. There is no formula on that particular group. 
However, | would say this: In the Midwest City School District we 
have received more money on maintenance and operation and we have 
received more money on the four a’s than we have on the other 
children because we had no local funds to apply to them. They were 
completely dissipated in financing the increase in Federal pupils. 

Keep this in mind, and I use it only for illustration. I think there 
are other cases just like it. We are assuming an increase of some 1,800 
non-Federal pupils. 1 just do not believe that that school district 
would have had that much increase had it not been for the Federal 
activity. Yet, we cannot put hats on them, so to speak, and attach 
them to any one of the sections in the law. 

Mr. Battey. You would recommend then a continuation of that 
category? 

Mr. Rost. I sure would. Now I tealize that it is fuzzy. Maybe 
you ought to set it out in the report or in the law and clarify it just a 
little bit. 

Mr. Battey. I had hoped that the normal increase in property 
assessments would eventually wipe out the need for this category. 
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1 can understand that in the beginning the need was so great and that 
there is a delay in getting newly constructed properties on the assess- 
ment books, and things of that kind, and that is one reason why we 
included that category in the legislation to begin with. 

Mr. Rose. Yes. 

Mr. Baitey. Has the situation improved in your district? I am 
speaking of your assessments. 

Mr. Rose. I have that in here a little later, Mr. Bailey. 

Mr. Battey. will wait. 

Mr. Rose. Our taxable property has increased about 8 times, 
from a little over $1 million to $8!; million, and | think next vear it 
will go up to about $9'4 million. We have almost a million-dollar 
increase a vear. But we have a lot more pupils than that ratio 
would support. 

Mr. Bartry. What is your bonding capacity? 

Mr. Rose. Five percent. 

Mr. Bartsy. Are you at that capacity? 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir. We voted a $95,000 bond issue this spring, 
and have every school vear. 

Mr. You re-vote them? 

Mr. Rost. We retire them and re-vote them. 

Mr. Baitey. What is vour assessment rate there? 

Mr. Rose. I would say about 30 percent. 

Mr. Bartey. What do you mean by 30 percent? 

Mr. Rose. Of the actual value, about 30 percent of the actual 
value. IT wish I could tell you more than that. That is the Oklahoma 
tax pattern, and our levy then is high. 

Mr. Battey. What is your levy? 

Mr. Ross. Our levy for schools was $2.90, 29 mills. We have a 
high levy and a reasonably low assessed valuation. 

Mr. Kearns. Do you have a limit on bonded debt? 

Mr. Ross. Five percent. We try to get the State legislature to 
refer a constitutional amendment to the people to raise it to 10 
percent. We failed in this past legislature. 

Mr. Battery. In regard to the proposed restrictions on this par- 
ticular category, you say you estimate you would have 1,800 pupils 
to take care of, that are nonfederally connected, normal increase. 

Mr. Ross. That is since 1939. 

Mr. BatLtry. What is the situation today? 

Mr. Roser. I am putting the whole period together, you see. In 
the last year, as I said, we had 1,340-pupil increase in the average 
daily attendance, 740 of which we could tie down to section 3. The 
other 600 of them went into section 4 (a) in the M. and O. bill and 
section 202 (¢) in the building bill, or they did not go anywhere because 
they were not section 3 children. So I don’t remember just how 
many of them were increases in section 4 (a), but I would just say 
offhand about 200 of them, and the other 400 are non-Federal increase, 
which is not a normal increase; it is far above a normal increase. 
But at the same time we have those abnormal increases in non- 
Federal children. 

Mr. Horr. What assistance do vou get from the State of Oklahoma? 

Mr. Rose. None for buildings. 

Mr. Hour. Just maintenance? 

Mr. Ross. That is right. 
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Mr. Hour. Do they give it to you after you reach your 5 percent? 

Mr. Rose. There is none even after you reach your 5 percent. 
There is no building program because, as I said earlier— 

Mr. Hour. We have a different set up in California. 

Mr. Rose. I said earlier, while you were out, Congressman Holt, 
that in the States where they have had more than the national average 
Increase, state wise, they have had to do something about adjusting 
their pattern to meet it. Oklahoma had only a 2.7-percent increase 
over the last 3-year period; therefore, they have not been faced with 
that problem as a State and have done nothing about it. 

Now, then, again I want to say this, that while I might seem quite 
positive in my attitude, | am simply taking a schoolman’s attitude, 
and I do not expect to get all I want and never have. But at the 
same time I want to be frank in pointing out what I think the situa- 
tion honestly is. 

With reference to the proposal to extend and amend Public Law 
874, I would seriously suggest that the effect of these changes be 
determined and studied since in the main they result in less assistance 
to the schools than that received under the present law. I believe 
that such investigation will disclose that the extent of reduction is 
not justified in light of previous administration or the continued need 
of these schools. I believe that we cannot lose sight of the fact that 
all the children in these schools are entitled to a normal standard of 
educational opportunity in the State in which they are located, and, 
from what application I have been able to make of the proposed 
changes, this will not be possible if they are adopted. 

I want to come back up there and make just a little comment on 
that question of tying down each of these schools to the standard of 
the State. That is a good-sounding theory, but I would remind you 
that in some of these schools, we will say, at least from a per capita 
cost expenditure point of view of a low stadard, may be half of the 
children in that school are not there by choice. I believe the States 
ought to make their standards and live with them. But, after all, 
in these defense schools we are sending people in there who have 
children in the school not by choice, and we say ‘You take the school 
standard that is there’ and you cannot do anything about it. There- 
fore, I think that it is legitimate and reasonable to expect the schools 
with those lower standards to be just a little above the standard of the 
State. Ido not know where that would reach, but they are entitled 
to be above the standard of the State because such a high percentage 
of their children are not there by choice, they are there by instructions 
from the United States Government, and they have to be there if the 
installation is maintained, and they should not be subjected to a 
standard of education which they would not choose for their children 
if they had the choice. 

I would not go completely out of line so that it would create a 
problem within a State, but when it comes to saying that a school 
that has 75 percent of its children there by orders of the Federal 
Government must operate on a $100 per capita cost education when 
if they were turned loose they would drift into a State and pay the 
taxes to maintain a $250 or $300 education it just does not make 
sense to me. 

Mr. Ho tr. I do not understand. Do you mean you want the Fed- 
eral Department of Education to tell the State where that school is 
located what standards should be maintained? 
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Mr. Rost. No. It would just normally rise just a little bit. In 
other words, you will find this from a local school administrator's 
viewpoint, Mr. Holt: I will use a school in Mississippi that is spend- 
ing about $130 per pupil for schooling and maybe the State ci egy 
is ‘between $90 and $100, 1 believe somebody told me. All right, 
isabove. Someone could criticize maybe for that school bei ‘ing finane od 
a little higher than the State average, but keep in mind that that 
school has around half of its population or maybe more from other 
States and who come in from schools with higher standards. 1 think 
that is justified. In other words, the pressures locally are on the 
administration to create a better school than what is normally in 
that area, and therefore it is somewhat justified because of the faet 
that those people are not there by choice. 

That is what I was trying to say. 

Mr. Hotr. You were ‘probably clear and I did not understand you. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Ross. It is true that these changes will result in a budgetary 
reduction if they are enacted into law, but it is questionable as to 
whether this reduction will not make it impossible for the school dis- 
tricts to provide an adequate educational program for the federally 
connected pupils as well as those who are not federally connected. 
Keep in mind that in a school system the children all fare alike, and 
if the educational standards are affected for one segment it is the same 
for the others. Such a condition should not be chosen in order for 
the Federal Government to reduce its contribution to these school 
districts. I shall comment on the probable changes as I see them 
separately and specifically. 

First, I believe that it is imperative that the committee give con- 
sideration to the inequity which experience has shown to exist in the 
variation of the local contribution rate as among the several States. 
In the main, the States with the lowest local contribution rate are 
those whose financial pattern finances the major part of the operational 
cost from State funds, thus reducing the part financed from local funds. 
Such a pattern does not mean that the local taxpayer is not making 
a substantial contribution to the schools, but means only the tax is 
collected State-wide from local taxpayers. The sales tax is a prime 
example of such a tax and is just as definitely a local tax as the ad 
valorem tax on property. 

I did not make this comment because of what has been said before 
this committee recently. As Mr. Bailey knows, I proposed it 2 years 
ago and called attention to the problems that were existing because of 
the disparity as between States. 

Mr. BatLtey. Would you suggest that we have a ceiling and a floor? 

Mr. Rosr. I have said two things here, Mr. Bailey. This inequity 
may be corrected by defining additional taxes as local or by placing 
a minimum local contribution rate which any State will receive. Such 
a minimum can be defined in terms of the national average local con- 
tribution rate or in terms of the per pupil cost of the State or Nation. 
In either case, it will serve to partially correct the inequity which now 
exists. I have reference there on the question of per capita cost to 
this. A $50 local contribution rate in a State that is spending $100 
for the cost of pupils is, totalwise, the ratio payment, same as a $100 
local contribution rate in a State that spends $200 for its education. 
So, if it is tied to that you get a little bit of a connection with the need. 
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Or we could go to the question of tying it to the national average of 
local contribution rate or the State average of local contribution rate, 
whichever it chose to do. It does not have to be half. I think it is 
very arbitrary, sometimes, to set it on a percentage unless there is 
considerable research back of it. But that is my suggestion in that 
regard. 

If all other conditions were equal, and they are not, the principle 
of absorption might serve an equitable purpose. The theory advanced 
in the proposed legislation breaks down when employed realistically to 
the actual conditions. It is true that some school districts are required 
to absorb a number of pupils equal to the 3 percent qualifying percent- 
age. It is just as true that the factor of degree of impact affects the 
ability to absorb. 

It was stated that the number of pupils in a school district was the 
measuring stick for absorptionability. 1 submit to vou that the im- 
pact which a school district has used also is a fact in its ability to 
absorb, because it has a direct relationship on the financial position, 
the fiscal position that the district finds itself in. 

Also, a school district must absorb, or its fiscal condition must be 
adjusted to care for all of the cost except the local contribution rate 
in the case of the 3 (a) pupils and all the cost but one-half the local 
contribution rate in the case of 3 (b) pupils. 

Now, I am simply saving that for a 3 (a) pupil vou get the local 
contribution rates. For the 3 (b) pupil you get one-half the local 
contribution rate. Now, all the money that is used to educate those 
children must be provided from other sources or the shortage must 
be absorbed, 1 of the 2. And, as I will show vou later, many times 
they are absorbed. 

Mr. Kearns. You go back to the old streetcar theory, there is 
always room for one more? 

Mr. Rost. Maybe that is it. 

In this absorption requirement, under the terms of the law, which 
is not spoken of as such—it simply leaves it up to you, you do as you 
please with it, you get so much money and that is it—the ability of the 
district to adjust is definitely in relation to the degree of impact. 
While the districts not qualifying are limited to absorbing a 3 percent 
impact without qualifying, because they qualify any time they go over 
that, there is no limit to the degree of the impact affecting the adjust- 
ment referred to above, and which creates a real budgetary problem, 
the same as the loss of funds from the suggested absorption. 

The funds available for section 3 pupils are those derived from the 
local contribution rate, for 3 (a) pupils, one half the local contribution 
rate for 3 (b) pupils, the local funds of the district and the per pupil 
allotment of State funds. 

I believe that a study of the top hundred most heavily impacted 
applicants will show that the total of these sources is not equal to the 
per capita cost of the comparable schools. Especially is that true of 
the 3 (b). 

Now, I want to make this one exception to that statement. A 
school district, a large part of whose section 3 pupils have been there 
a number of years, since World War I, we will say, will not find this 
true; but all these new schools, like Plainview at Wichita, Kans., 
and Midwest City, or any new school, have not adjusted to the seg- 
ment of their section 3 pupils. 
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The reason for this is that the taxable wealth per child in these 
schools has been reduced more than half by an increase in pupils 
greater than an increase in total taxable wealth. 

For instance, the increase in pupils in the Midwest City School 
District has been 3,100 percent since 1939, while the increase in taxable 
wealth has increased only 850 percent. 

From this it can be readily seen that the ratio of pupils to taxable 
wealth has become increasingly worse. 

I believe that it is reasonable to expect that had the increase in 
‘pupils been only 31 percent, the increase in taxable wealth would 
have been more than 8': percent. In other words, you reach a point 
where the increase in wealth does not keep the same ratio as your 
increase in pupils, and it is assumed that that does take place. Of 
course, that is an erroneous assumption. 

As a further illustration in the case of the Midwest City School 
District, the total funds per child for the section 8 pupils is actually 
only 82 percent of the per capita cost of the comparable schools, and 
only 92 percent of the per capita in the applicant school. 

In other words, our budget for section 3 pupils must get 8 percent 
of its money for its section 3 pupils from the other pupils. That ts a 
fixed amount we get for section 3 pupils. We get one-half of the local 
contribution rate and then the per pupil part of the local fund, and 
the State allotment, and that is it. 

Now, in section 4 (a) we get the total cost of the comparable 
schools, less what moneys we have for applying against that. But 
section 3 is already a pretty tight section as far as operating on it is 
concerned. 

Thus the educational cost of these pupils must be increased by 
funds from the other pupils in the school system to the applicant's 
cost which is far below the comparable school’s cost. To further add 
to this inequity through absorption would seem most inequitable. 

I believe it will be found that, when the suggested absorption is 
applied to the 2,300 school districts now receiving assistance, a great 
many of them will be eliminated, and the educational program of 
most of the others will be handicapped. 

In Oklahoma, it will result in a loss of approximately 33's of the 
section 3 funds on the previous vear’s attendance. That is that part 
of it. This loss will result in a range of from 7.8 percent in the case 
of Midwest City to 100 percent in about 20 schools. 

Again I want to say this. Absorption does not affect Midwest City 
as it does the other schools. We happen to lose 7.8 percent of ours. 
Others go up. | have reports from schools that lose 90 percent of the 
section 3 money. In this case | am not at all selfish in talking only 
about the local school situation. 

In Rhode Island, it will result in a loss ranging from 3.8 to LOO 
percent for 3 of the 9 applicants. 

In Nevada the loss ranges from | to 49 pereent, while in Connecticut 
the range is from 6.5 to 100 percent for 3 of the 16 applicants. This 
information may be had on any State and I feel sure that it is more 
drastic than expected. 

1 have personally prepared forms, which I will be happy to submit 
as evidence, using data that I think will tell the school district what it 
might expect to lose based on this absorption. 

Mr. Baitey. You mean you have it broken down by States? 
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Mr. Rose. J sent this form to the different State departments. 1 
got it back only on these. As I] said, I put in a lot of time. It can 
be done. That is what I think the State ought to know now. 

Mr. BaiLtey. It can be done in time, to use on this present legis- 
lation? 

Mr. Rose. Yes. Most of it will be done before that time. As I 
say, | have gotten these States back. I got one back this morning 
from Maryland. 

Mr. Battey. May I at this point ask Mr. Lillywhite of the Depart- 
ment if they have any figures available on that particular phase? 

Mr. Lintywuire. Yes. 

Mr. Battery. The statement that was supplied to you gave details 
ona State basis and on a national basis. 

Obviously we did not have any school district. We do not know 
what their enrollment will be next year so we could not be as precise 
as Mr. Rose has been and these superintendents that have worked 
on it, but we have on the date we have available; we have a sample 
also of what this absorption will do for big school districts, little 
school districts, and those in between. 

Mr. Rose. I would like to call the committee’s attention to this. 
I believe on Wednesday there were comments made concerning this 
absorption, but the comparison was made to the total budget and 
not to the Federal funds. 

Now, it is true that the total budget certainly will not be wiped 
out, but if a school administrator or a Congressman, or anybody who 
is interested in this legislation is evaluating this legislation, he must 
evaluate the change in legislation not as it pertains to the total 
budget but as it pertains to reduction in Federal funds provided by 
the legislation we are now considering. 

That comment was made the other day, as to how much this 
absorption would mean on the total budget. I prefer to say what the 
absorption does to the amount of money that a school district is going 
to get, because, after all, when they make applications a year from 
now that is what they are going to find out then, and so they had just 
as well to know it now. 

Mr. Kearns. I think we are familiar with that. 

Mr. Battery. I suggest, Mr. Chairman, if he does go ahead and get 
the information, he might file it here for the information of the 
committee. 

Mr. Kearns. We shall be happy to receive it. 

Mr. Ross. The other major change in the proposed legislation is 
that which provides for payments under section 3 to be made on the 
previous year’s attendance in that section. This within itself is 
desirable, since it will allow for the determination of the major share 
of an applicant’s entitlement early in a fiscal year. 

However, the manner of treatment proposed for the annual in- 
crease in section 3 is very questionable. The proposal provides 
that the 3-E payment be eliminated and that in section 3 be in- 
cluded under the section 4 (a) category. 

The proposal further eliminates service personnel from the 4 (a) 
category, which will reduce the number of pupils which can meet the 
qualifying requirement of a 5 percent increase over the ADA of the 
previous year. 
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Provided a school qualifies under section 4 (a), the funds received 
will be adequate, with other funds available, to meet the cost of these 
pupils and there will be no adverse effeet of this change. However, 
for the schools which do not meet the qualifying requirement, both 
the normal section 8 (a) and 3 (b) payments will be lost, in addition 
to the 3 (e) payments. In fact, the only moneys available for such 
children in many school districts will be one-half the loeal contribution 
rate of the applicant school for the 3 (b) pupils plus any Siate funds 
accruing by virtue of the ADA of these particular pupils. 

In other words, we assume that when a 3 (a) child has qualified 
the Federal Government pays the local contribution rate; so, therefore, 
there was no money in the district for him. When you do noi get 
that, you just do not have the money. 

I believe the net result will be that the educational funds of the 
other pupils will be dissipated to educate these children for the first 
vear. In some cases this will pot prove serious, but in others it will. 
It could result in an absorption of up to 5 percent of the previous 
vear’s attendance. If they did not have any other section 4 (a) pupils 
and were qualifying under section 4 (a) by reason of their section 3 
increase, and had only 4.9 percent of these, they could not qualify 
and would absorb 4.9 percent of the ADA. 

The second vear these pupils were in attendance they could be 
counted under section 3 and receive the normal payment under this 
section. It would seem unsound to provide a payment for pupils the 
second year while eliminating any payment the first year. Certainly, 
if they will cause any financial problem to the local school agency it 
will be their first year in attendance, since, in addition to the normal 
costs, capital facilities such as seats, teachers’ desks, and other 
equipment must be provided. 

I would suggest that the proposal be modified so that at least the 
normal section 3 payment may be made. To do this in the latter 
part of the year will be no more trouble than to make the section 4 (a) 
payment at that time. 

For instance, if a school does not qualify for section 4 (a) then they 
could make the normal 3 (e) payments just the same as the end of 
the year, just the same as the 4 (a) payments. It would not preclude 
making the original payment on the previous year’s section 3 ADA. 

Another way it might be accomplished would be to qualify all 
section 3 increases under section 4 (a) with the qualifying percentage 
requirement applicable only to the regular 4 (a) increases. After all, 
if they are qualified for 4 (a), a school is not sure of getting any money 
for then they must show effort and need to get it. So, I personally 
think the better of the two plans would be to qualify automatically 
all of the increases in section 3 under 4 (a). Then the additional 
children would be qualified, based on, we will say, maybe a 3 percent, 
4 percent, or 5 percent increase, and thus pay on the new section 3 
when the need occurred, because the need controls it. 

A check of the schools in Oklahoma from the 1950-51 data shows 
that only 22 of the 54 applicants having a section 3 increase would have 
qualified under section 4 (a). The other 32, of course, would not 
have gotten paid for any of their section 3 pupils. 

From the 1951-52 data, 5 applicants of the 9 having a section 3 
increase would have qualified in Nevada. 

In Rhode Island, 4 applicants of 9 would have qualified. 
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] believe it is reasonable to doubt that more than half of the appli- 
cants will qualify their new section 3 pupils under the present require- 
ments for section 4 (a) funds. 

Another problem which has presented itself during the past 3 years, 
and which, | believe, needs some clarification, is the interpretation of 
“in-migrant’’ in connection with the impact of section 4 pupils. 

Under one interpretation a section 4 (a) pupil must have moved 
into the school district after July 1, 1950. If this same interpreta- 
tion is held with reference to the beginning time of the extended 
legislation, it will work a very grave hardship on many of the most 
heavily impacted district. It means that the preschool children of the 
families, whose older brothers and sisters are qualified, cannot them- 
selves be counted. This seems rather absurd, since no additional 
funds accrue to care for this added impact. 

Also, it is pointed out that the preschool pupilload is many times 
more distorted than the school-age pupilload, since younger families 
make up this impacted population. 

The preschool load in our district is 83 percent of the school-age 
load. I do not know how that runs nationwide. 

So, we would have a preschool load, we will say, for only 2,000 
school-age non-Federal children, if it were not for the Federal Gov- 
ernment, whereas we have a preschool load corresponding to 6,500 
school-age children. 

As this distorted preschool load becomes of school age, they have 
the exact adverse effect on the school budget that any other increase 
has. IL believe that this whole problem can be controlled and equit- 
ably administered through a normal increase charge by States and 
areas on the non-Federal load of the previous vear. There is no 
other reason for the abnormal increase than the activities of the 
Federal Government in most cases, even though it is difficult to 
“put hats on” specific children to identify them as such. 

This problem should receive considerable study. 

In conclusion, I firmly believe that the extension of Public Law 
874, with, perhaps, a few minor changes, will prove more equitable 
and satisfactory than legislation with more drastic changes which 
cannot possibly be given the consideration which the original bill 
received, 

Again | wish to thank this subcommittee for the privilege of appear- 
ing before you; and, if | may be of further service, I shall be happy to 
be called upon. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Holt? 

Mr. Hor. I have no questions. 

I want to thank the gentleman for giving us this information on his 
area. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Bailey? 

Mr. Battery. Might I say, Mr. Chairman, that | believe the com- 
mittee has a pretty good grasp of the problems involved here. We 
appreciate Mr. Rose’s reaction to these proposed changes. 

I believe the committee has in mind the idea of sitting down around 
the table here and trying to hammer out the various proposed changes 
in such a manner that it will not injure any group or any individual 
school too much. 

We realize that the problem of school facilities, particularly your 
building-construction program, may be on a downgrade with the ex- 
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ception of a few new installations like the atomic-energy plant in 
Ohio. 

So, we can look forward to probably some reduced expenditures in 
that category and final elimination of it after a couple of vears, but 
your 874 is a continuing proposition that may be with us for several 
years. 

I believe the gentleman from Midwest City can trust to this com- 
mittee to see to it that justice is done. 1 believe the sense of the 
Congress would be that they will do what is right, and that we do not 
trv to dodge too much of the Government’s responsibility. 

The Congress went along with us in the original legislation when it 
was written. It has been a suecessful program. 1 do not believe 
there is any intention on the part of any Member of Congress to 
hamstring it or meatax it to the point of where it cannot still be prac- 
ticable. 

Mr. Rosr. Thank vou. 

_T want to make another statement. 1 apologize for taking so much 
time. 

Also, your impact is not always tied to an increased employment at 
the post. For instance, the employment at Tinker Field in Oklahoma 
City Air Materiel Command during the past year has not been 
increased. It was increased materially, doubled, after Korea, but 
people keep moving in. Commuters change from a commuter status 
to a residence status as their positions become more firm and sell their 
homes. There is a continual change, so that a school district near 
one of these large installations will have a big impact, even though 
across the way the installation does not show any increase. | think 
that that ought to be considered. 

Mr. Kearns. Thank you, Mr. Rose, for coming this morning. We 
appreciate having vou. 

(Committer Nore.Mr. Rose subsequently supplied the following 
information, in answer to questions asked him during his testimony:) 

The average daily attendance in the Midwest city schools for the 1952-53 fiscal 
year by departments is as follows: 


Elimentary 4,612. 4 

Junior high bo 

Senior high 668 
6, 450. 4 


Mr. Kearns. The chair at this time wants to read a telegram for 
the record, under this date, addressed to Mr. Graham, clerk of the 
committee, 

Regret unforeseen circumstances prevent appearance at hearing today. Wish 
to commend Chairman MeConnell and committee for work on this important 
legislation. We urge committee visit us and see progress made under Publie Law 
815. Also need for extension to house children in second thousand Wherry units 
for emplovees WPAFB. Regards. 

Wavrer STEBBINS, 
Superintendent, Mad River Township Schools, Dayton, Ohio. 

Mr. Hor. At this point in the record | would like to introduce a 
letter from the China Lake Elementary School District, China Lake, 
Calif., signed by Mr. Earl Murray, district superintendent of the 
China Lake Elementary Schools. 

Mr. Kearns. If there are no objections, it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


| 
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Lake ELEMENTARY District, 
China Lake, Calif., March 23, 1958. 
COMMITTEE ON EpucaTiION AND LABOR, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The China Lake Elementary School District, located on the 
United States Naval Ordnance Test Station, Inyokern, is absolutely dependent 
upon the Federal Government for its existence. 

The school district was officially established through special legislation by the 
California legislature in 1945, under chapter 8.5 of division 2, California Education 
Code. At that time, there was an agreement between the Navy Bureau of Ord- 
nance and the State of California in which this military station was to furnish the 
permanent school buildings for the accomodation of the children. Operating 
funds for California schools are a joint venture of the State and local taxes. 
Since all the property on the United States Naval Ordnance Test Station is owned 
by the Federal Government and for this reason is exempt from State and district 
taxes, the income from the district tax for the local distriet is confined to approxi- 
mately $1,500 per year which is obtained through personal property taxes. 
Because of this situation, the Bureau of Ordnance contributed approximately 
one-half of the operating expense of the school until Publie Law 874 prohibited it 
from doing so. 

The local elementary school district was annexed to the Kern County Union 
High School District under a favorable financial situation which relieved the 
Bureau of Ordnance from contributing any funds to the operating budget of the 
high school. The Federal Government, however, was obligated to furnish and 
maintain the buildings for the high school. 

Since the passage of Public Laws 874 and 815, the obligation of the Bureau of 
Ordnance has been transferred to the United States Office of Education, which 
has done a creditable job, considering the amount of funds which have been 
provided for them by the Congress of the United States. 

Now that Publie Law 815 expires on June 30, 1953, and Public Law 874 expires 
on June 30, 1954, and several bills are before your congressional committee for 
replacement of these laws, I would like to present the following data and 
requests which I hope you will use in promoting proper legislation. 

Vith respect to Public Law 874 or its replacement: 

1. Special consideration should be given to section 3 (a) pupils who reside and 
attend school on Federal property which is exempt from taxation. Sufficient 
funds must be guaranteed first for these pupils. Under the present law, section 
5 (c), they are subject to percentage payments if the Congress fails to appropriate 
sufficient funds for all entitlements. Many school districts can survive a propor- 
tional cut of their entitlement funds through other resources. Districts such as 
ours cannot survive with any cut since there is no other source of revenue. I 
request that you consider and insert the following amendment in any bill which 
you approve: Amend section 5 (c) of Public Law 874 by adding: “except that 
any school district shall be guaranteed the proportional amount of its entitlement 
which exists by ane the A. D. A. (average daily attendance) of 3 (a) pupils 
by its total A. 

2. Payments ie Public Law 874 are entirely too slow in reaching us. We 
have not received our final payment for the fiscal year 1951-52, and no payment 
has reached us for the current year, which is three-fourths gone. We are now 
$106,000 in the red and are paying 5 percent interest on that amount. Of neces- 
sity, this comes out of Federal funds and is lost in effective education to our pupils. 
I request that provision be made in any new legislation which will allow and force 
the United States Office of Education to make substantial partial and earlier 
payments, even though it might be impossible to make final payments earlier. 

3. I request that you keep section 3 (c) intact in the bill. The ‘‘unusual geo- 
graphical factors’? clause : essential to us. We cannot operate a school here 
which is “reasonably comparable * * * to that maintained in such other dis- 
tricts’’ on the average of schools within the State. This part of section 3 (c) of 
the bill was incorporated with the United States Naval Ordnance Test Station, 
Inyokern, China Lake, Calif., in mind, and we cannot afford to lose it. 

With respect to Public Law 815 or its replacement: 

1. Insufficient funds have been appropriated to care for requests and building 
entitlements under Public Law 815. At the present time, the United States 
Naval Ordnance Test Station has applications in for $1,482,000 under section 204 
of Public Law 815. These projects have been approved by the officials of the 
Department of Education of the State of California and by the regional repre- 
sentative of the United States Office of Education, but there are no funds to care 
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for these entitlements. These needs are of long standing and should not be 
jeopardized as might be the case under the McCarran bill, 538, which limits the 
assistance to defense impact occurring since July 1951. IT request, therefore, that 
all needs on military stations be cared for as a first obligation before that of other 
defense impacted areas. 

2. Our high school faces a serious building shortage because of the fact that 
the present bill does not provide allocation for students who live offstation, but 
who must attend high school here. Our school is located in an isolated desert 
area. There was no high school near here and there never would have been 
except for the establishment of the United States Naval Ordnance Test Station. 
I request, therefore, that any proposed bill shall include school facilities for 
students who live off station, but for whom no other school facilities are available 
and who are clearly in the area because of the activities of a Federal agency, and 
who reside in the same school district. 

President Kisenhower stated in his State of the Union speech of February 2, 
1953, “Our school system demands some prompt, effective help * * * This 
whole situation calls for careful congressional study and action. I am sure that 
you share my conviction that the firm conditions of Federal aid must be proved 
need and proved lack of local income.” 

I am hopeful that vou will find it desirable to furnish Federal aid where there is 
proved need and proved lack of local income and give priority to school districts 
which are located on a Federal station and to the children who reside on Federal 
property and whose parents are employed by the Federal Government. 

Congressman Hagen and Senators Knowland and Xuchel have been alerted 
to our needs and I am sure will be glad to furnish you with any other information 
which you may desire concerning our situation. Also, I will be happy to answer 
any questions or to furnish you with further data. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Murray, 
District Superintendent, China Lake Elementary Schools. 


Mr. Kearns. The next witness will be Leonard L. Maine, super- 
intendent of schools, Portsmouth, R. I. 

If you will take your seat there and identify yourself to the com- 
mittee reporter, we will be glad to have you proceed. 

You may either read your testimony or discuss the contents of it, 
Mr. Maine. 


STATEMENT OF LEONARD L. MAINE, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, PORTSMOUTH, R. I. 


Mr. Maine. May I ask, sir, in view of the fact I am quite inex- 
perienced in this kind of business, that I be able to present my testi- 
mony after which the questioning be done, if vou so wish. Another 
reason [| like to do that is because, when | heard from John Graham, 
he mentioned 15 minutes as the limit for oral presentation. I have 
tried to keep my presentation somewhere near 15 minutes. I would 
like to see if that would happen. 

Mr. Kearns. You must remember these committees are something 
like church services; lots of time they run overtime. The clerk has 
probably urged you to keep testimony down, but we get interested 
ourselves, and lots of times it runs over. So, you make yourself at 
home, Mr. Maine, and identify vourself to the reporter. 

Mr. Baitey. Before the gentleman proceeds, may I say that he 
comes from the State of Rhode Island, in the district of a Congressman 
who has been very helpful and very cooperative with our legislation 
here. I am speaking now of Congressman Fogarty, who is the ranking 
minority member of the Appropriations Committee that handles this 
type of appropriation. I have discussed the situation with Mr. 
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Fogarty as regards the Portsmouth school prior to the appearance of 
this gentleman. They have a problem there that vitally affects this 
question of what policy Congress is going to pursue in making good 
on some commitments they have made. That will be brought out on 
this testimony. 

Mr. Kearns. That is very well put, Tam sure. We shall be very 
glad to have that in the record, Mr. Bailey. 

You may proceed, Mr. Maine. 

Mr. Marne. Thank vou. 

First, may | thank the subcommittee for inviting me to appear in 
behalf of school systems struggling with problems of providing for 
children of Federal employees living in federally impacted areas. 

Speaking of struggle, Lam reminded of the parable of two frogs that 
fell in a milkpot. One frog swam awhile, found he wasn’t getting 
anywhere, gave up, and drowned. The other frog decided not to quit. 
He swam and strugeled all through the dark hours of the night. 
Morning came and the housewife looked in her milkpot and saw one 
frog floating, dead. The other frog was there proudly sitting on a 
ball of butter. 

Some of us in education, and in my case also in the Navy, are trying 
to be like this second frog. Since 1948 Federal employees began to 
appear in the schools of my town. At first, numbers were negligible; 
no one was particularly concerned. 

As more pupils appeared the school population expanded beyond 
the capacity of our buildings and it was necessary to construct an 
addition. Under Public Law 815, July 27, 1951, we established an 
entitlement of $77,406 toward helping to build such an addition. On 
the strength of this entitlement, the school committee asked the towns- 
people to appropriate $125,000 to add to a school. In town meeting 
the citizens supported the school committee. 

It is interesting to note that when this addition was opened, we 
had exactly the number of 3b pupils in our school system that were 
received in the classrooms of the new addition. 

To date our entitlement under Public Law 815 has not been paid. 
The townspeople are feeling that the Federal Government has not 
acted in good faith. They have refused to vote more money even on 
recommendation of the school committee who requested such action 
to alleviate very serious educational needs which are the result of 
further Federal activities. 

Mr. Bartey. Now, Mr. Chairman, that brings up a question here 
that this committee is going to have to make a determination on. 
Here was a definite commitment. On the face of that commitment 
the school superintendent and the school directors called a town 
meeting and they approved the expenditure of $125,000 of local funds 
to match the $77,000 Federal funds. 

They built the building; the addition was completely occupied by 
federally impacted children, not a normal increase, but they were 
federally impacted almost to the exact number as they planned the 
addition for. Now, they have not received a cent of this. They are 
at the point where they are not going to try to make any other pro- 
vision for an increase. 

I think as the gentleman proceeds you will find that they have 
200 housing units that will be occupied in September that are: not 
occupied. 
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What can you hope for in the way of cooperation of the local 
school board that is faci ing a situation where the Government has 
reneged on its promise? 

Mr. Maine. I do not think I need to talk any further. Another 
side of the picture, | am concerned particularly about this 3 (b) 
category, there has been some attacking of it. These next para- 
eraphs will show our position and how badly this 3 (b) eategory is 
needed. Meanwhile our maintenance and operation appropriations 
were getting higher and the school committee found increasing re- 
sistance from the taxpavers to provide suflicient funds for school 
purposes. We finally came to see that Federal employees were com- 
ing into town and were perhaps renting, living in trailers, or building 
modest homes from which a tax yield of $95 would be a high average. 
Most Federal workers were of the age to have 1 or 2 school-children, 
the cost of education for each being about $200. —Mutliply this sit- 
uation by 100 and a community such as mine is in financial trouble. 
The provisions of Public Law 874 corrected this situation. 

Portsmouth’s entitlement under Public Law 815 runs out June 30, 
1953. With this in mind, the school committee during the latter 
part of April instructed me to go to Washington and to find someone 
who would understand and would know what to do toward taking 
action to pay our entitlement and to get the town and the Navy out 
of a predicament. To this purpose I spent 24 days and was listened 
to attentively by several Senators and Representatives. 

I might say that that was a very, very fine experience. I went out 
of Washington feeling a lot better about the whole business. 

To prepare my presentation for today all the federally impacted 
school departments in our State were called together by the State 
department of education. A conference was held to consider points 
for me to present, also to study the effects of the administration’s 
proposed amendments to Public Laws 874 and 815. I had special 
advice from superintendents tn towns designated as critical defense 
areas; namely, Portsmouth, Middletown, Tiverton, and the city of 
Newport. It was agreed that by presenting the problems of my own 
town it would indicate the picture for the State. This I shall try to do. 

Our Federal installations are Navy. Among them are the Deslants 
Destroyer Base, Melville Fuel Depot, Prudence Island Munitions 
Storage, and Melville Net Depot. These installations are on ex- 
tremely valuable property from the standpoint of private industrial 
development. Much of it was farm and residential property that 
was taken by condemnation. The total acreage is 1,417%. To get 
an idea of what this means to the town, Pan-American Oil Co. at the 
present time is obtaining options, seeking between 750 and 850 aeres 
upon which is expected an industrial development valued at $25 
million. By comparison the Navy property might be conservatively 
valued at $50 million. The Navy has removed much actual and 
potential source of tax revenue from the town. 

In place of actual and potential revenue we have received respon- 
sibilities with regard to use of highways, policing, and education. 

Traditionally, the relationships between the Nav Vv ‘and the town of 
Portsmouth have been splendid. In the early days when the officers 
stationed on the base had occasional children to attend school they 
were welcomed into our schools at no cost to anyone except local 
taxpayers. As the old chairman of our school committee said, many 
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times, “‘Them Navy fellers down there are Americans, and are our 
people, ain’t they? We'll take care of their kids.” 

As Navy activities expanded, we have enjoyed the same splendid 
relationship through the Publie Works Office of the Navy. However, 
we have been repeatedly informed that the Navy has no funds to 
provide education for its people; that, by law, funds for this purpose 
are available only through the Federal Office of Education. We 
have been referred to the Federal Office of Education many, many 
times and have found it helpless to meet our needs mainly because 
of lack of funds to support the provisions of Public Law 815. 

On the Portsmouth Federal reservation, at the present time—and 
this is a new development to provide housing for Navy personnel— 
300 housing units have been authorized and are under construction. 
Twenty percent are for 6 people, 75 percent are for 4 people, and are 
under construction. One hundred already are in use, and 200 to 
be occupied before the beginning of school next September. 

Mr. Kearns. How is that July 1 date going to affect vou now? 

Mr. Marne. On Public Law 815? 

Mr. Kearns. Yes. 

Mr. Maine. We cannot do a thing. Neil Ackland, the regional 
director from the Federal Office of Education, has been over our case 
backward and forward. They are helpless. They have no money. 
There will be none until appropriation is made, sir. Of course, we 
are worried about that, but we are also worried about this $77,000 
still outstanding. 

Mr. Baittey. And the committee is worried to know whether the 
Office of Education is going to recommend appropriations — to 
take care of those commitments. 

Mr. Maine. All I can say is that in my visit to Washington I 
found that Commissioner MeGrath had jumped out of the milkpot, 
so to speak. At that time Dr. Lillywhite was ill. I was afraid he 
was going to jump, too, but apparently he did not. 

The Federal Office of Education is well aware of our desperate 
situation. Acting in good faith, thinking Congress would act, the 
school committee authorized the acceptance of Navy children into 
town schools “to the limit of capacity.” This has been done to the 
general detriment of education in our school system. However, 
Thursday, June 4, before I received this invitation, the school com- 
mittee instructed me to inform the Navy “that it now appears that 
there will be neither schoolroom nor instructional facilities available 
to Navy children at the beginning of school next September.” 

To support this position, the school committee has an opinion as to 
its obligation under State law from the office of the State attorney 
general. I have a copy of this opinion if members of the committee 
wish to study it. 

This action was taken with regret, and I can speak for the school 
committee and the superintendent in saying that we are deeply con- 
cerned for the education of Navy children and that we will do every- 
thing in our power to provide it if and when funds are available. 

Communities impacted by Federal activities need protection against 
the imposition of costs of services to employees who live and work on 
tax-free installations and, proportionately, for employees who either 
live or work on Federal installations. The principle behind this is 
that a community has a right to two sources of tax revenue: 
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. From the residence of people. 
A tax return from his place of employment, whether it be farm- 
oad business, or industry. 

It was upon this principle that Federal Laws 815 and S74 were 
devised. Those of us working in education understand the  prin- 

ciples behind Public Laws 815 ‘and 874 and are thorot ughly in accord 
them. 

It appears also that the amendments to Public Laws 815 and 874, 
as proposed, recognize the principle and vet have been devised to cut 
the amount of money to be paid. To this point | would like to ask a 
question: 

What right has a Federal Government or anyone else to say to a 
town that “only 80 percent of the cost of educating Federal children 
will be paid? Any such scheme is an attempt to foister legitimate 
Federal expense on local taxpayers. 

Mr. Baitey. Let me interrupt at that point. That is the gist of 
this whole situation, not only as applies to Portsmouth but to numer- 
ous other communities in which the Government is proposing under 
this new legislation to dodge part of the direct Government resporsi- 
bility. 

Mr. Maine. I believe it is wrong and incorrect to call Federal 
money paid a town like Portsmouth “Federal aid.”’ We don’t need 
aid. What we need is payment for services rendered and facilities 
provided. 

The cost of education, highways, and police for people who either 
live or work on tax-free Federal installations is wholly or partly the 
responsibilities of all of the people of the United States. If we had 
such taxes from Navy property as this property would pay if it were 
industry, we would need no said. This principle of taxing Federal 
property is wrong, it is said. However, doesn't the same "principle 
apply to Federal employees who pay income taxes, both Federal and 
State? 

The payment of taxes on Federal property, or even a school tax 
equal to that borne by the citizens of the community, would mean that 
we would not need Federal aid and we would get out of a lot of 
finagling, and we would not have to bother House committees like this. 

Meanwhile, we have serious problems that must be faced now, and 
Public Laws 874 and 815, that are alive, are the answer to immediate 
needs as follows’ 

Payment of entitlements now outstanding under Public Law 815 
which must be done before June 30. 

Provide funds immediately under Public Law 815 for desperately 
needed school housing. 

3. Unqualified rejection of proposed administration amendments 
to Public Laws 815 and 874. 

On April 29 at the Security Agency I was told what I then suspected 
and now know isn’t so: “That we have recently offered amendments 
to Public Laws 815 and 874 to take care of communities such as yours.”’ 

Mr. Battey. You are convinced now that these amendments they 
were going to Propose to take care of your situation will not take care 
of your situation? 

Mr. Marne. A little later I will explain why I know. I migiit say 
this, sir: These amendments apparently were a product of some 
3 months’ w much more before the new adminis- 
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tration took over. Those laws are complicated. I have been at 
provision 3 (a) and 3 (b) for 2 or 3 vears and I am learning all the time 
what they mean. They were set up for a purpose, but the purposes 
apparently aren’t what were intended, and we out in the field are 
finding it out. 

| think it is our responsibility to tell the Federal Security Agency 
what has happened. They may think we are all right. We are not. 
It is up to us to speak in our own interest. 

Mr. Kearns. You mean the Office of Education, not the Federal 
Security Ageney. 

Mr. Maine. Of which the Office of Education, I believe, is a part. 

These amendments made no provisions for paving $77,406 owed my 
town right now, by entitlement under Public Law 815. Every citizen 
in my town will believe that the Federal Government has failed to 
meet its obligation unless this entitlement is paid. There are 466 
communities and 45 States and Territories throughout the Nation 
that will have reason to believe likewise. 

The Navy, the Rhode Island Department of Education, the Federal 
Office of Education, are aware of the predicament of the Navy and 
Portsmouth because of the building of 300 housing units without 
providing school housing for children. In connection with this 
problem, I would like to ask two questions: 

1. Why should a community be required to seriously impair the 
efficiency of its school system before Federal aid is allowed when it is 
known that it is going to happen? Example: requiring that double- 
session schools——1 group of children in the morning for a short session, 
1 group in the afternoon—be established to prove an unhoused 
condition? 

2. Why do we have a date on which to base a Federal application 
when it concerns an impact? An impact isan impact. The important 
thing is to recognize it. Does it not seem logical that the communities 


that have suffered an impact longest are the ones that should be 


helped most? 

To study the proposed amendment to Public Law 874, last Tuesday 
1 worked with men all of whom have problems similar to my own. 
Under the guidance of a fine certified public accountant, we determined 
what the new amendment would mean to our school systems. It was 
unanimous that the amendment fails by far to carry out the promise of 
help to federally impacted communities made in the administration’s 
campaign platform and later repeated in’ President Eisenhower's 
inauguration address. 

1 urge that the proposals to amend Public Laws 815 and 874 be 
regarded as undiscerning and unsympathetic to the problems of edu- 
eating children in federally impacted areas; that immediate action be 
taken to pay all entitlements in full now outstanding under Public 
Law 815; that Public Laws 815 and 874 be continued, uncrippled by 
amendments or lack of money to pay full entitlements, and with 
adequate funds provided for their effective administration. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kearns. Superintendent Maine, in No. 2 there on page 5, | 
do not know what date vou have set for a child that must be 6 vears 
of age on entering the first-grade school. I know in Pennsylvania we 
stayed with that very closely and did not deviate one day after, and 
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have to do it in order to set up our potential registration for the ensuing 
year. Do you have a similar situation? 

Mr. Maine. Yes, sir. Ours happens to be to enter first grade they 
must be 6 on or before January 1. 

Mr. Kearns. We make it February 2. Do you not think we have 
to have some date there in order to set this thing up rather than to 
let it goat random? If the date in July is wrong, I do not know how 
much further we could extend that. I do not know how you could 
evaluate the potential if you do not set up adate. It seems to me that 
by July you know pretty well what the impact is going to be; how it is 
going to fluctuate. 

I do not know how we are going to give credit beyond a certain date. 
It is a serious situation there. 

Mr. Marne. I am thinking, sir, of that No. 2 where I tried to point 
out that an impact is an impact. 

Mr. Kearns. Your 200 extra houses there, they are not occupied 
vet? 

Mr. Marne. That is true. 

Mr. Kearns. Are those people coming in from out of town to 
occupy those, or are there people shifting within the political sub- 
division area that are going to live in those 200 houses? How are 
you going to determine how many children you are going to have in 
those additional 200 units? 

Mr. Marne. That is true, but would not the condition of the law 
be adapted to what is actually down there at the time the applica- 
tions are processed? I am thinking of this impact, sir, more as to 
what has happened in a community in terms of impact, say, New- 
port, R. 1., or I understand the same thing happened in Norfolk, 
Va., where they have been ineligible for some of this he!p under these 
two public laws because their impact was even before the effective 
dates of the laws. 

That number 2 happens to be outside of my own particular worries, 
but it did come to me from the group that were counseling with me 
in order to present facts to the committee. 

Mr. Kearns. I have just one other question, while we are on there. 
I would like to ask Mr. Lillywhite, as long as he is here. Maybe this 
has already been given, but | was not here yesterday. How many 
other such cases do we have where there are back payments due, 
such as in this instance of $77,460? 

Mr. Littywuitr. That was given in the testimony, but I will 
state it again for you, sir. There are 940 eligible school districts. 
Some over 300 of them have received all they were entitled to; 
approximately 400 have received part of what they are entitled to; 
and some over 200 have received nothing. 

Mr. Kearns. Which is the local situation. 

Mr. Littywaitr. Which is Mr. Maine's situation. I might state 
further on the other point you are just talking about in Newport, we 
also inserted in the record that was taken the first day, a sample of 
those districts where the impact had occurred before 1939, and then 
from 1939 to the date of application, they had to increase this school 
enrollment and therefore were barred from the benefits of the act. 
There is a sample of those and title 1V of the new provision is intended 
to meet those situations. 
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It might be pointed out that a letter is down there from Newport 
now. They not only have the situation where they did not get any 
help from their impact, but they have a new one coming on, as Mr. 
Maine has explained. 

Mr. Kearns. Thank you, Doctor. 

Mr. Hour. i have no question. I thank the gentleman for coming 
here to testify. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Barden? 

Mr. Barpren. Let me ask Mr. Lillywhite a question. When did 
this impact hit this town? 

Mr. In Newport? 

Mr. Barpen. The one where he says they are entitled to $77,000. 

Mr. Lituywaire. That is this district here. I think he could 
answer that better than I could. 

I think this is the situation as it shows on our records. They had 
the impact somewhere during the last period since 1939, during the 

rar period. They went ahead and bonded themselves and built schools. 
Then they filed for reimbursement under the law, as the law provides 
they can. The law further provides that you cannot pay any reim- 
bursement request until after all construction requests are satisfied. 

Now, the $95 million in unpaid entitlements is composed of $75 
million in construction requests that still have to be met before he can 
get any money under the old law. The other $23 million or $25 
million is composed of reimbursement requests. 

Now, on top of that old impact for which he got no assistance, he has 
this new 300 housing units coming in on naval property. That is the 
situation as it appears in our records. 

Mr. Barpen. Have you given thought as to just how you expect to 
solve the problem when he says we are not going to take them in the 
school, and I do not blame him. The Government powers them in; 
from there where do you go? 

Mr. Littywurre. | do not quite know where we would go. He 
hasn’t any facilities to take them in. I think they have all the schools 
can do. 

Mr. Battery. Let me interpose a thought right there. The legis- 
lation provides that the Commissioner of Education may handle an 
emergency. Suppose he attempts to handle it, can he do it as 
economically as it can be done in the Portsmouth school? 

Mr. Littywuarre. If, under the State law as Mr. Maine has said, 
they have to go to the Attorney General and found out they do 
not have to take the children under State law. Now, they cannot 
crowd the facilities any longer. 

Mr. Barttey. That is the best reason why the Government should 
discharge its responsibility. 

Me. Littywarre. Under the State law, if they are not authorized 
to take these children, and won’t take them, then the Commissioner 
is required to make arrangements for free public education for those 
children. 

It would not make sense for us to go up there and build something 
on Federal property, maybe try to make a contract with him and 
pay 100 percent of the cost, when it would be possible to give him 
a school building and let him operate the same as he does with the 
rest of the children. 
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Mr. Horr. Mr. Lillywhite, you mentioned the 300 houses again 
also. But is the Base up there itself expanding so that the 300 
houses are going to be used by new residents of the distriet? 

Mr. Littywnarre. Again I cannot answer that. Perhaps Mr. 
Maine can. I think the only thing we have sre the questionnaires 
that came in to us on the estimated increase, total increase, those 
that would be in-migrant because of defense; and what it would cost, 
the number of them that would be unhoused. 

I take it that if his experience is the same as the rest of the com- 
munities in the Nation in these impacted areas, he built 300 houses; 
they are filled. There seems to be that many new residents, no 
housing empty in these communities anywhere; whether some of them 
move from across town over onto the base and others move in to fill 
that house that was left vacant, I think it is probably immaterial, so 
long as there is an increase. It is immaterial so far as his school is 
concerned. 

Mr. Ho tr. I was wondering about this town. 

Mr. Maine. It is for the man who has children, but who is assigned 
to the destroyers at the base. He has been without his family. He 
has been away from his children, and, as the public-works officer 
says to me: 

We find we have better morale among our Navy men, we have better behavior, 
if they are with their families. Regardless of what happens in education, all 
we can do is try to get our men here and get them a place to live. 

Mr. Hour. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Maine. May I continue on your question, Mr. Barden? 

Mr. Barpen. Yes. 

Mr. Marne. May I say this: That we had our request for entitle- 
ment under Public Law 815 in process before we started this construc- 
tion. We were practically assured we were going to have entitle- 
ment. Meanwhile the youngsters were on us. We had them in 
basements. We had our rooms crowded. We had our gymnasium 
tied up that we needed very badly. The school committee said to 
me: “What are we going to do?’ I said: “Well, here is an entitle- 
ment; as far as | am concerned it means we are entitled to it and 
eventually we will get it; so let us do it.” 

They went along and at the town meeting said, ‘Go ahead and do it.” 
So far it has been a bad guess. 

Mr. Barpen. Let me ask you about your tax setup in Rhode 
Island. How are your schools financed in Rhode Island? 

Mr. Marne. In the first place, by State law, $25 a thousand is the 
maximum tax that may be raised. I think some of the communities 
have exceeded that, but they have to go to the State legislature and 
have it approved. 

Mr. Barpen. Does the State support your local schools? 

Mr. Marne. Yes, I think Portsmouth is supported something like 
14 or 15 percent; the money to pay for our schools, 13 or 14 percent, 
comes from State funds. 

Mr. Barpen. I was under the impression more than that came. 

Mr. Marne. It might be 16 or 17. But it is right in there, to the 
town of Portsmouth. 

Mr. Barpen. Well, you are not hurt in that respect. 

Mr. Lintywuire. Mr. Hussey, you can get a copy of our report 
there. That will answer the Congressman’s question. 
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Mr. Barpen. I have in bere that you have a per pupil cost, ap- 
parently allowable cost of $203.04. That is a little bit better than 
the deal North Carolina got with $37. 

Your situation is that vou did not get any on this entitlement. 
Yours is construction principally. 

Mr. Maine. IT am not quarreling at all with 874 as long as it is 
left alone. 1 think we have good reason to feel that it is a fair law. 
Those of us that are in school business believe that the thinking, 
the concept behing those two laws is splendid. For once, as far as 
1 am concerned, | feel there is something done with a solid basis 
behind it. 

The tax sources of the town are based on where a person lives and 
where he works. The Federal employees come in; we don’t have 
any tax revenue from a man that works on a Federal reservation and 
who lives there. We don’t have anything; therefore we are paid full 
amount. If he either works or lives on a Federal reservation they 
pay half. As far as | am concerned that makes sense. 

Mr. Baitry. There is a question or two that occurs to me. Are 
you determined in your position that vou refuse to take those Navy 
people in September? The fact of the matter is, do vou have the facil- 
ities to take them even if vou wanted to take them? Do you have 
the facilities to carry on? 

Mr. Mains. Mr. Bailey, | can only speak as a superintendent of 
schools interested in the education of children. To the limit of our 
resources, and when I say “our’’ | am including myself, we will do what 
we con for those voungsters. However, after beating the bushes for a 
couple of years and seemingly getting nowhere, the time has come that 
we have penalized our own children to the point where we can afford 
to do it no longer. 

All we want is to see a ray of sunshine here somewhere, or get a 
promise of something that will be done. All I can say is that the 
school committee member that made the motion to exclude these 
children was the school committee member that 4 months ago made 
the motion to instruct the superintendent to do everything possible 
to accept all these youngsters in the school system. He was the same 
man, a very conscientious man. If I went to him and said: ‘This 
is going to be done,” he would be the first one to say: ‘Well, let us see 
what we can do, even to putting our own youngsters in basements for 
a little while.”’ 

Mr. BarLey. Speaking of this 10-room addition you built to this 
school building to which you were given entitlement of $77,000 and 
put up $125,000 of local funds, that is fully occupied already by 
federally-impacted pupils, according to your testimony now. 

Mr. Maine. Yes. 

Mr. Battey. What situation are you in to handle these pupils 
that come in from these 200 additional housing units? 

Have vou any facilities for those? In other words, do you have 
further building needs beyond this one addition that you have built? 

Mr. Maine. Oh, certainly. We need housing of some kind. 
Possibly Dr. Lillywhite is familiar with one possibility that was 
explored. The Navy has a building near Melville that it wants to 
use for a laundry or commissary or some other purpose, but it has 
delayed using that building thinking that it might help us if we could 
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get twenty-two, twenty-three, twenty-four, twenty-five thousand 
dollars to fix it up for temporary quarters. 

I think that is a very poor answer. but we are desperate. I would 
not want to say what could or would be done. 

Mr. BaiLey. Suppose you spent that $22,000-$23,000 and made it 
usable for school purposes, then your youngsters would cease to be 
unhoused—and that term ‘‘unhoused”’ is going to mean a lot in this 
new legislation. 

Mr. Marne. This is what it will mean. It will mean that the 
standard of education that is to be available for those Navy people 
will be far lower than we are offering in the rest of the town. For 
instance, there is no space there for a cafeteria; we cooperate with the 
Federal lunch program—hot lunch. ‘The facilities offered will be not 
at all good. 

Mr. Baitey. They will be subnormal? 

Mr. Marne. Very. But it will be a house over their head and a 
seat to sit on. If you can get teachers to work in such surroundings, 
that is the next point. 

Mr. Bartey. What will be vour financial situation in maintenance 
and operation even if you go ahead and fix up this old temporary 
building? The proposed changes in 874, will you be able to operate? 

Mr. Marne. If 874 is left alone, we will be all right. If 874 is 
crippled to the point that somebody tries to pay us 80 cents for every 
dollar we spend, we will be in trouble. 

Mr. Bartey. That brings us back to the argument as to whether 
the Government is willing to discharge its direct responsibility, does 
it not? 

Mr. Marne. That is right, sir. I see us doing our best to provide 
education for men and women of the Navy that we know. 

Mr. Batuey. I would like for the gentleman from Rhode Island to 
understand just about a year ago the Commissioner of Education 
Office advised the Congress that they were short in their construction 
funds. I think just the day before the Congress recessed, maybe 
2 days before the Congress recessed for the summer to go to their 
political conventions, we brought up on the floor a deficiency appro- 
priation. 

One of the arguments that lead to the adoption—it was $80 million 
in the House and in Conference with the Senate it came out at $60 
million—one of the arguments there, effective arguments that I used 
and my friend, Mr. Barden here, used, and your friend, Mr. Fogarty 
used, was that that was needed to discharge the obligation to Federal 
commitments that had been made for two or three hundred additional 
school districts. 

Now, we come to the point where we find out that 207 of those 
districts—I believe that is the figure—have never received anything 
at all. 

Now this committee is going to have to make a very important 
decision as to whether we are going to renege on our responsibility or 
whether we are going to carry out the Federal commitments so far as 
these districts are concerned who have received no funds at all, and 
those who have received only partial reimbursement for their activity 
and their cooperation. 

Whether we can go back to the Congress again and say, ‘Well, 
here are 200 additional districts that have not received a single cent” 

34851—53——13 


186 ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


and get away with the argument, I personally, as a member of the 
committee and one responsible in a measure for this legislation, feel 
that I will never be satisfied until the Government has fulfilled its 
commitments. Whether the Members of Congress can be convinced 
they can afford to do otherwise or not is a question that remains, and 
I would like to know, and I think this committee should know, at an 
early date, what attitude the Commissioner of Education Office will 
take toward asking for a deficiency appropriation, because it has to 
be done before the 30th of June. 

Mr. Marne. May I make a comment? 

Mr. Bariey. Certainly you can make a comment. 

Mr. Marne. I read headlines in this morning’s paper that President 
Eisenhower said that he carried out his campaign promises or words 
to that effect. Iam pretty sure that he has not insofar as providing 
funds for education in federally impacted areas. I am also just as 
sure, I do not see how any man or any group of men can keep track of 
all of the things that have to be done. I think the responsibility of 
such fellows as myself or Oscar Rhodes is to speak up when we know 
that some things are being neglected. That is what we are doing. 

Mr. Batuey. I want to congratulate you on your frankness. T like 
to see cards laid on the table face up and that is exactly what you did. 

Mr. Marne. Thank you. 

Mr. Batruey. It is a situation where we are going to have to make 
some determination because it not only affects you, but it affects sev- 
eral other hundred impacted districts. 

Mr. Horr. I should like to say that I talked at great length with 
Mrs. Hobby this morning, and her Department and _ President 
Eisenhower are making sure that they are taking care of all they 
promised to do. Both the President and Mrs. Hobby are very much 
interested in this problem of seeing reimbursement given if possible 
for these schools, and I am sure you will see something done. 

A lot of the trouble has been accumulated; it did not occur under 
this present administration. They have only had several months to 
clean up some of the things we took over. 

Mr. Barxey. Let us be frank. I will be the last person to want to 
see any political implication dragged into this program. It was not 
devised on a political basis. It was devised on a basis of need and 
discharging the Federal Government’s responsibility. It does not 
matter to me whether it is a Democratic or Republican administra- 
tion; it is a matter of being fair with these boys and girls of ours, at 
least to the extent to which the Government is responsible for the 
situation. Let us keep it on a nonpartisan basis. I do not think 
partisan politics has any place whatever in our school situation and 
our school administration. 

Mr. Marne. We are educating both Democrats and Republicans. 

Mr. Ho tr. I concur with the gentlemen. I did not intend to make 
a partisan statement. 

Mr. Battery. The President said in his Union message he would 
like to have Public Laws 815 and 874 reenacted. He has left the 
details of that pretty much to the budget officer and they are cutting 
their cloth pretty much within the area authorized by somebody down 
at the budget office. : 

Of course I understand the position of the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion. He is a part of the administration and they, I guess, are for 
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economy. How much of this economy can we accept in this particular 
situation and still be fair to the boys and girls involved in this problem? 

Mr. Maine. Mr. Bailey, these men in the Department of Eduea- 
tion are administrators. They have to take orders. 1 have to take 
orders from my school committee at times and they are not too pleasant 
to do, but I know how to take orders, and I have sometimes to do things 
1 don’t beheve should be done. 

May I say I had a chance to talk with Senator Bridges on this 
matter. I found him very sympathetic to the problems of school 
systems that were impacted by Federal activities. On the other 
hand he said frankly that he had a responsibility that had been 
handed him by General Eisenhower to be very careful on budget 
matters. But he did state that he was sympathetic. 

Mr. Horr. As Mr. Bailey said, we appreciate your frankness. IT 
have nothing but compliments on the manner in which they have run 
their office. 

Mr. Littywaitre. We appreciate that, sir. There have been a 
lot of difficult problems. 

Mr. Battey. We are expecting vou to support the pending legis- 
lation, but we are not promising it is going to come out the way it was 
submitted. 1 will be frank. 

Mr. Kearns. Superintendent Maine, we appreciate your contribu- 
tion here this morning. I would like to get one thing straight for the 
record. How does a distinguished educator by the name of Maine 
geta job in Rhode Island? 

Mr. Maine. [was brought up in New Hampshire. 

Mr. Horr. In the New England States anyway. 

Mr. Kearns. We are very appreciative of your coming and we 
certainly hope that the committee will work out the seoldene that 
will help the situations like yours. 

The chairman would like to announce at this time the program 
for next week. 

On Monday, June 15, 10 a. m., will be Frank Wright, assistant 
superintendent of public instruction, Sacramento, Calif. 

At 11 a. m. will be Herschel Moore, coordinator of Federal programs, 
State Department ef Education, Little Rock, Ark. 

At 2 p. m., Joseph Herndon, superintendent, Consolidated School 
District Ne. 2, Raytown, Mo.; also Sam Campbell, director, School 
District No. 7, Lee’s Summit, Mo. 

At 3 p. m., W. C. Kampschroeder, director of school facilities, 
State Department of Education, Topeka, Kans. 

At 4 p. m., Evert W. Ardis, superintendent of schools, East 
Detroit, Mich. 

Tuesday, June 16, 10 a. m., Edgar Fuller, executive secretary, 
National Council of Chief State School Officers. 

At 11 a. m., N. A. Danowski, supervisor of defense school facilities, 
State Department of Public Instruction, Harrisburg, Pa. 

Wednesday, June 17, and presumably the last day of the hearings, 
10 a. m., Miss Mary Condon, State superintendent of publie instruc- 
tion, Helena, Mont. 

At 11 a. m., H. H. Chambers, superintendent of schools, Grand 
Prairie, Tex. That is the schedule for next week. 

At this time we have some requests from various people to have 
documents placed in the record, and if there is no objection from the 
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committee, I will have Mr. Derrickson read them all and if they are 
all agreeable by the committee we will enter them with one motion. 
Mr. Derrickson? 

Mr. Derrickson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for in- 
clusion in the record the following: 

A letter from Congressman Elford A. Cederberg, of Michigan, 
addressed to the chairman, Hon. Samuel K. McConnell, Jr.; 

A letter from John Shoemaker, superintendent, Lawton City 
ga Lawton, Okla., addressed to Congressman Victor Wicker- 

am; 

A senate memorial No. 2, 21st Legislature, State of New Mexico; 

A letter from B. M. Carpenter, superintendent, Orrick Publie 
Schools, Missouri, addressed to Hon. William C. Cole; 

A letter from James C. Tibbett, Sr., of the Platte County Gazette, 
Parksville, Mo., addressed to the Honorable William C. Cole; 

A senate joint resolution No. 16 of the 68th General Assembly in 
the State of Illinois; 

A letter from Congressman John Jarman, of Oklahoma, addressed 
to the chairman, enclosing a letter from Dr. J. Chester Swanson, 
superintendent of the Oklahoma City Public Schools; 

A letter from Senator George Malone addressed to the chairman, 
enclosing copies of letters from the superintendent of schools of 
Henderson, Nev., and superintendent of schools at Las Vegas, Nev.; 

A letter from Frank Sayre, acting secretary, Adams County School 
Directors’ Association, addressed to Congressman Hal Holmes; 

A letter from Ed Emry and Dr. Juanita M. Patterson, of Othello, 
Wash., addressed to Congressman Hal Holmes; 

A letter from Edna A. Bicksler, clerk of the board of county super- 
visors, addressed to the chairman, containing a resolution passed by 
the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va.; 

A letter from Maurice A. Blais, chairman of the Dover School 
Committee, addressed to the chairman, enclosing a copy of a resolu- 
tion passed by the Dover School Committee, Dover, Del.; 

A letter from J. G. Barry, superintendent, Hondo Independent 
School District, Hondo, Tex., addressed to Congressman Lloyd M. 
Bentsen, Jr.; 

A letter from Senator Barrett, of Wyoming, addressed to the 
chairman, enclosing a copy of a letter from the superintendent of 
schools of Cheyenne, Wyo.; and a letter to Senator Barrett from 
A. B. Nuss, Cheyenne, Wyo. 

And last, a letter from W. J. Terry, State superintendent of educa- 
tion, Department of Education of Alabama, addressed to Congressman 
Laurie C. Battle. 

Mr. Krarns. You have heard the communications read by the 
clerk. If there are no objections these various communications will 
be ordered placed in the record. It is so ordered. 

(The communications referred to are as follows:) 

Tue Dover Pusiic ScHoo.s, 
Dover, N. H., January 13, 1953. 


CoMMITTEE ON LABOR AND EDUCATION, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: Enclosed is a copy of a resolution unanimously passed by the 
Dover School Committee on January 12, 1953. 
Very truly yours, 


Maurice A. Biats. 
Chairman, Dover School Committee. 
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Whereas the Federal Government is planning the construction of an airbase 
iol ae asa that will result in the employment of several thousand persons; 
an 

Whereas the influx of such a large number of persons will increase by a con- 
siderable number the enrollment in the schools of nearby communities; and 

Whereas the present school census shows that all our available classrooms will 
be filled by children now living here; and 

Whereas the debt limit of our city makes it impossible to undertake any sizable 
building program without Federal assistance; and 

Whereas the present Congress is considering House Resolution 8145 providing 
for Federal funds for school buildings: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the School Committee of the City of Dover, That this committee does 
hereby notify the Federal Government, through our Representatives in Congress, 
that the city of Dover will be unable to provide educational facilities to the 
children of personnel at the airbase unless the Federal Government makes funds 
available to the city of Dover for the construction of new schools. 

The chairman of this board is hereby directed to send a copy of this resolution 
to our Representatives in Congress and to the Committees on Labor andEducation 
and to the Department of Education. 

Introduced by Maurice A. Blais and unanimously passed by the Dover School 
Committee on a rolleall vote at a meeting held January 12, 1953. 


Honvo INDEPENDENT ScuHoo. Disrrier, 
Hondo, Ter., May 18, 1953. 
Hon. Luoyp M. Bentsen, Jr., 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Luoyp: It is my understanding that Congress will shortly consider the 
amendment or reenactment of Public Laws 815 and 874. These laws, as you 
probably know, are designed to aid school districts that have suffered from the 
impact of Federal activities. 

The big reimbursements being passed out under the provisions of these bills 
are going to those schools teaching children whose parents work on or live on 
Federal property. The thesis held, of course, is that no taxes acerne to a school 
district where the property is federally owned and, therefore, the district needs 
Federal aid. 

The Hondo Independent School District is feeling the impact of the Federal 
activity being carried on at the airbase here, but because the city of Hondo 
owns the airbase we are cut out of practically all aid. Indeed, it is problematical 
whether we will receive any at all. We are receiving no taxes whatever from the 
operation of the airbase, and it employs 750 civilians. 

At a recent five State regional meeting in Dallas, I asked a group of schoolmen 
if anv other school districts were in the same category as Hondo. ‘The State 
superintendent of education of Louisiana said only 1 school in that State wes so 
classed, and in the other 3 States represented there was none. So, if an amend- 
ment were offered to include city-ownéd airbases, I do not believe the gates 
would be opened whereby the money would have to be passed out to everybody. 

We are particularly anxious to be made eligible for building funds under section 
202 of Public Law 815. I shall appreciate your efforts in our behalf. 

With very best personal regards, I am 

Yours truly, 
J. G. Barry, Superintendent. 


Unrrep STares SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
May 15, 1953. 
Hon. Samvet K. McConne tu, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear ConaGressmMaAN: Enclosed herewith is a copy of letter we have 
received from the superintendent of schools at Cheyenne, Wyo., in reference to 
Public Law 874, revision of which is pending before a subcommittee of your 
committee. 

Your courtesies in the premises are appreciated. 

With very best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
FraNK A. BARRETT, 
United States Senator. 
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CHEYENNE SCHOOLS, 
Cheyenne, Wyo., May 11, 1953. 


Hon. Frank A. Barrett, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR BaRRETT: Information has just come to my attention that 
Wyoming is to be barred from benefits received under Public Law 874 for pay- 
ment of tuition for children living on Warren Air Force Base and other federally 
connected areas. 

Cheyenne has been receiving approximately $60,000 per vear for this; Casper 
and Sheridan and other places have been receiving smaller amounts. IT under- 
stand that our State is being barred from moneys available under this Act because 
it receives Federal oil royalties. 

This is a hardship on a school district like ours, because of the fact that our 
mill levy is limited due to oil royalties; and, when we have 20 percent of the 
children living on property owned by the Federal Government and for which no 
tax can be levied, we are placed at a disadvantage. This is especially true since 
construction of the Wherry housing project on the base, for which no assessment 
can be made. 

It would seem to me that, if we are to be barred from benefits under Public 
Law 874, then there should be some way of making an assessment against property 
of the Wherry housing project in lieu of taxes which would put it on the same 
basis as the other federally connected housing projects. 

I have written Senator Hunt about this matter also, and I should appreciate 
very much the two of you investigating this situation and trying to determine 
if anything can be done in our behalf. T assure you that I shall appreciate very 
much anything vou can do on this program. 


Respectfully yours, 
J. Gowns, Superintendent, 


INLAND Construction Co., 
ENGINEERS AND GENERAL CONTRACTORS, 
Post-O ffice Bor 197, Cheyenne, Wyo., June 10, 195.3, 


Xe school funds for Cheyenne under Public Laws 815 and 874 


Senator Frank A. BARRETT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Barrerr: Last summer, as you know, we completed 500 
rental units at Warren Air Force Base under the Wherry Housing Act. These 
units have all been full ever since completion and there is a waiting list of about 
200 at the base. These units were built on Government land which is leased to us 
for this purpose with the proviso that at the expiration of the lease period the 
land and all improvements become the property of the Federal Government. 
Also, the Government reserves the right to take them over before the expiration 
of the lease period in case of war or other emergency. Therefore, our interest is 
more that of lessee than owner. 

It is upon the above facts that the Government bases its contention that the 
above projects are not subject to local or county taxes, and when the rents we 
are charging were authorized by the Government this was taken into consideration 
and the rents held down accordingly. If local taxes were applied, it would raise 
the rents about $5 per living unit per month. Since the bulk of local taxes go for 
schools and servicemen’s children attend public schools, it was the intent of the 
Government to offset this loss of local revenue by grants to schools under public 
Laws 815 and 874. It is our understanding that Cheyenne schools are now barred 
from obtaining about $60,000 per vear under Public Law 874 due to the amount 
the State receives from oil and mineral royalties and grazing fees. 

{t is my understanding that either Publie Law 815 or 874 or both are being 
considered for certain changes or revisions in the very near future, and, if this is 
so, I am wondering if it would not be possible that you could help secure the 
necessary changes so Cheyenne schools could again participate in these Federal 
funds, since other schools in other States near military posts do participate. 


Sincerely, 
A. B. Nuss. 
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OTHELLO, Wasn., 
February 13, 1952. 
The Honorable Hat Houmes, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DrarR CONGRESSMAN Ho.tMes: We are writing in regard to Public Law 815, 
which expired last June and which was designed to give Federal aid to school 
districts whose educational facilities were sorely taxed by Federal activity in the 
area. 

This entire section, the Columbia Basin, falls into such a category, but the 
“older areas,’”’ such as Moses Lake and Ephrata, have already reached their 
rapid-growth expansion point, while this era is just beginning for Othello. If 
our youngsters are to have educational opportunities even remotely paralleling 
those of our neighbors in the basin area and in the United States as a whole, we 
are going to have to have extensive help. We are already the highest taxed area 
in the State and it will be quite impossible to raise the tax levels to the point where 
it will be within the realm of possibility to pay for our expanded schools within 
the district. 

Therefore, we are writing to you to ask vour support in supplanting this expired 
legislation in accordance with the statements made by President Eisenhower in 
his state of the Union message. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ep Emry, 
Juantra M. Parrerson, M. 


OF ALABAMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Montgomery, Ala., January 26, 1952. 
Hon. Laurie C. Barres, 
Hlouse of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Barrie: I have learned that Hon. Lister Hill has recently introduced 
in the Senate a bill to extend Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 which, if enacted, 
would give financial assistance to federally impacted school districts. The 
enactment of this bill will be of great benefit to overcrowded conditions of schools 
in federally affected areas. 

There is one thing in connection with this program as it has operated in the 
past that has worked an undue hardship on several federally affected communities 
in Alabama. This has been brought about by the provision of the bill requiring 
that the entire enrollment and average daily attendance of a school district must 
be considered in determining eligibility for Federal assistance. As you know, 
Alabama has 108 administrative school districts, whereas the number of districts 
varies from several hundred to several thousand in many States. 

To make this program comparable and fair in all the States it is necessary that 
Federal legislation be enacted that will permit federally affected schools within a 
large school district to be isolated for purposes of showing an increase in ernollment 
that will make them eligible for Federal assistance. 

I have written Senator Hill urging that if his bill to extend Public Law 815 
and Public Law 874 does not include this provision that he amend the bill accord- 
ingly. Your support in this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely vours, 
W. J. Terry, 


State Superintendent of Education. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Housk OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1953. 
Hon. Samvuet K. Jr., 
Chairman, House Education and Labor Committee, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: I am enclosing a letter which I have received from Dr. J. 
Chester Swanson, superintendent of the Oklahoma City public schools, concerning 
Oklahoma City school district entitlements. 

I shall appreciate any consideration that can be given Dr. Swanson’s request. 

Sincerely, 
Joun JARMAN, Member of Congress. 
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OKLAHOMA Crry PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Oklahoma City, Okla, 
Congressman JOHN JARMAN, 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Dear Mr. JaAnMAN: We have heard that the Labor and Education Committee 
in Congress are going to consider appropriating enough money to fulfill the entitle- 
ment which is due districts covered under Public Laws 815 and 874. The Okla- 
homa City School District has two applications on file: 

1. Project No. Oklahoma-51-—C-20—A-1 revised for the construction of 17 
needed classrooms at the Southeast Secondary School, 5201 8. Shields, Oklahoma 
City, Okla. The amount of the application is $300,000. 

2. Project No. Oklahoma—51—C—21—A-2 revised, covering 33 needed classrooms 
at Classen High School, 27th and May Avenue, Oklahoma City, Okla. The 
amount of the application is $863,880. 

These two projects cover the entitlement which has been established by the 
United States Office of Education under the above number laws. 

Will you please see that this information is presented to your committee in the 
House. The Board of Education has spent its funds for needed facilities and it 
further needs these classrooms to properly house the boys and girls of the school 
district. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. CHESTER SWANSON, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


OKLAHOMA Crry PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., June 22, 1953. 
Hon. Joun Jarman, M. C., 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. JARMAN: We understand that there is now being conducted a 
hearing concerning the assistance to schools in areas which are affected by the 
impact of Army and Navy installations or war production contracts. 

As you know, Oklahoma City has had an appreciable influx of population as a 
result of Tinker Field activities. They have brought people here, but the basic 
industry that keeps them occupied does not provide any taxes for our local schools. 
The result is that our present tax structure does not adequately support schools for 
all of these children. For the past 3 years we have received money as an in-lieu- 
of tax payment authorized under previous acts of Congress. For the past school 
year these allocations have amounted to approximately $250,000 for maintenance 
and operation and $900,000 for buildings. These funds have made it possible to 
provide educational facilities and services for children which would not have been 
available without these funds. 

We are very much in hopes that it will be possible for Congress to continue to 
make such funds available to the Oklahoma City Public Schools. We are now 
levying the maximum tax which the law allows for buildings and operations for 
our schools. We are also bonded to the full capacity allowed by the law. We have 
had on the average of 2,000 additional pupils each year for the last 3 years. It 
would appear that this number will be greatly increased in the years ahead. 

Any assistance which you may give us in this regard will be appreciated and be 
highly beneficial to the children of Oklahoma City. I am sure you are aware that 
there are many other areas in the State of Oklahoma who are receiving an even 
larger percentage of their budget as a result of past legislation. 

Yours very truly, 
C. B. McCray, 


President, Board of Education. 
J. CHESTER SWANSON, 
Superintendent. 
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Unitrrp States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
March 18, 1953. 
Hon. SamMvuEL K. McConne .t, Jr., 
Chairman, Education and Labor Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DrarR CONGRESSMAN McConneE.LL: I am enclosing copies of letters received 
from the superintendent of schools at Henderson, Nev., and the superintendent 
of schools at Las Vegas, Nev., relative to the extension of Publie Law 815, Sist 
Congress. 

As you will note in the letters there is a dire need for the extension of Public 
Law 815 for the construction of needed school plant facilities to meet the Federal 
impact which has occurred or will occur between July 1, 1952, and June 30, 1954. 

I hope it will be possible to give early conside ration to this le gislation and I 
would appreciate being advised w hen hearings have been scheduled. 

Thanking you in advance, I am, 

Sincerely, 
GreorGeE W. Matons. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
June 22, 1953. 
Hon. Samuget K. McConne tt, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN McConne tt: In connection with the hearings which were 
held recently on extension of Public Laws 815 and 874, I am enclosing copies of 
letters from Mr. Lyal W. Burkholder, superintendent of the Henderson School 
District, Henderson, Nev. 

I believe the information contained in the letters conclusively warrant the 
continued need for Federal aid in this area and other ‘‘eritical defense areas.” 
submit the letters for the purpose of their becoming a part of the record. 

Thanking you in advance, I am 

Sincerely, 
GrorGeE W. MALONE, 

Enelosures (2). 


Basic HicgH AND HeNDERSON Scuoow District 
Henderson, Nev., June 16, 1953. 
Hon. Grorce W. MALONE, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Matone: I was out of the city when your letter arrived with 
reference to the special hearing conducted by the House Education and Labor 
Committee for the purpose of studying the need for extension and modification of 
Publie Laws 815 and 874. I appreciate vour interest in this problem, and I am 
sorry I was not here to submit a written statement as you suggested. However, 
such a statement would have incorporated the basic needs of the Henderson 
School District as outlined to you in my letter of March 10, 1953, a copy of which 
is enclosed for your reference. 

The rapid industrial growth in the Henderson area due to federally connected 
industrial expansion will require the assistance of Federal funds if we are to keep 
pace in providing the educational facilities that are required. 

Thank you again for the tremendous effort you have exerted on behalf of this 
problem. — I know you will continue to work for the best interests of edueation in 
the future. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lyat W. BuRKHOLDER, 
Superintendent, Henderson School District. 


(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
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Basic High ScHOOL AND HENDERSON ScHoOoL District, 
Henderson, Nev., March 10, 1958. 
Hon. Grorce W. Matonn, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senaror Matone: In addition to your support of the supplemental 
appropriation for Public Law No. 874 I would like to urge your serious considera- 
tion of the proposed extension of Publie Law No. 815 for the construction of needed 
school-plant facilities to meet the Federal impact which has oecurred or will 
occur between July 1, 1952, and June 30, 1954. 

Since July 1, 1952, construction has been completed or initiated on 805 new 
homes in the Henderson townsite. These additional dwelling units have been 
necessary to meet the housing demands of additional laborers brought into this 
school district as the result of federally connected industry. Of these industries 
the more important are: 

1. Titanium Corp. of America, producing titanium under direct Federal contract. 

2. Western Eleetrochemical Co., producing jet fuel and manganese dioxide; 
Federal contract. 

3. Pioche Manganese, producing ferromanganese for defense steel production. 

4. Manganese Inc., mining and refining manganese under direct Federal con- 
tract. 

I am attaching copies of letters! from these industries which certify as to their 
production, increase in number of employees, and extent of Federal connection 
with reference to production. 

On April 9, 1952, the Henderson School District received an entitlement of 
$547,000 to build a 20-classroom elementary school under the provisions of Publie 
Law 815. This entitlement was established on the basis of 600 unhoused students 
previous to June 30, 1952. This building will be completed by September 1953 
and will house the 600 unhoused pupils who are now attending the Henderson 
schools on a half-day schedule. 

By September 1953 the 563 immigrant pupils supplied by the 805 new homes 
will be required to attend school on a half-day schedule. In addition we have 
300 more immigrant pupils supplied by families living in house trailers and tourist 
courts who are presently attending the Henderson schools on a half-day schedule. 

By September 1953 we will be 29 classrooms short of our needs to place every 
child on a full-day basis. This entire increase in enrollment is due directly to 
new and expanded federally connected industrial activity in the Henderson area 
since July 1, 1952. 

I have been requested by the National Association of School Administrators 
to supply to you this information relative to school construction needs in the 
Henderson School District resulting directly from federally connected industry 
initiated or expanded in the Henderson project since July 1, 1952 along with 
a request that you in turn present the urgency of this situation to Congressman 
Sam McConnell, chairman of the Labor and Education Committee in the House 
and to Senator Aiken, chairman of the Education Subcommittee of the Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee in the Senate. 

Action by Congress on the extension of Public Law 815 must be taken in the 
near future if the completion of any new school-plant facilities is to be expected 
during the school year 1953-54. 

Thank you for your continued interest in education and the support I feel 
confident you will lend toward the extension of Public Law 815. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. BuRKHOLDER, 
Superintendent Henderson School District. 


Las Unton District, 
Las Vegas, Nev., March 9, 1953. 
Hon. Senator GeorGe 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator MALone: We note with pleasure that the $20,500,000 recom- 
mended by the Senate Appropriations Committee for federally affected schools 
was unanimously approved on the Senate floor. Thanks for your help. 

Las Vegas, as you know, has growing pains. We had 1,200 more students last 
September than we did the previous vear. We expect at least the same increase 


1Not printed. 
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next September. We had, until recently when we opened 2 new schools, 94 
double sessions. We still have more than 60. oy 

The last bond issue totaled $2! million—$1!% million for elementary schools 
and $1 million for high school. The bond money has all been used and our grammar 
school buildings are overflowing. Next vear the high school will reach capacity. 
We have just over 1,500 high-school students now. Next year we expect to have 
1,850. We will be forced the following year to either double-session our high 
school at least in the freshman class, or build a new high school. 

We are in need of an extension of Public Law 815 and hope that vou will give 
it your full support. 

Sincerely, 
J. HWaroip Briniey, Superintendent. 


RirzvitLeE ScHoo is, 
Ritzville, Wash., February 13, 1953. 
Mr. Hat 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Houtmss: At a recent meeting of the Adams County School Dircetors’ 
Association held at Othello on Wednesday, February 11, 1953, the following 
resolution was formally adopted. 

“The Adams County School Directors’ Association requests that legislation be 
enacted by the United States Congress in line with President Eisenhower's recom- 
mendations regarding aid to schools that have an impossible financial burden 
for operations and building construction. Specifically this would mean the 
reenactment of Public Law 815 or a similar bill and the continuance of Public 
Law 874. The Adams County Directors’ Association unanimously requests that 
such legislation and appropriations be passed by Congress.”’ 

We herewith submit the above resolution for your consideration and support. 

Sincerely, 
Avams Country Direcrors’ ASSOCIATION, 
E. FRANK Sayre, Acting Secretary. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
CouNnrTy OF FatrFax, 
Fairfax, Va., February 18, 1958. 
Hon. Samvcer McConne 
Chairman of the House Committee on Education and Labor, 
TTouse Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear ConGressMAN McConne tu: I am enclosing herewitb resolution passed 
by the board of county supervisors of this county at its meeting held on Febru- 
ary 11, urging its Representatives in Congress to endorse and support the pro- 
visions of H. R. 523, now pending before the House Committee on Education 
and Labor, and S. 444, now pending before the Senate Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

Very truly yours, 
Epna A. BIcKSLER, 
Clerk, Board of County Supervisors. 


At a regular meeting of the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va., 
held in the board room in the county office building at Fairfax, Va., on Wednes- 
day, February 11, 1953, at which meeting all of the members of said board present, 
by unanimous vote, adopted the following resolution: 

Whereas the President of the United States, Dwight D. Eisenhower, in his 
state of the Union message to the Congress recommended the extension of Federal 
aid to education in areas which have felt the impact of new population as a result 
of Federal employment; and 

Whereas the economy of the Washington metropolitan area in general, and 
Fairfax County in particular, has been seriously affected by such Federal employ- 
ment within the District of Columbia, as well as within the Commonwealth of 
Virginia; and 

Whereas, Fairfax County has been unable to obtain equitable Federal assistance 
for school construction because the majority of the Federal workers who reside 
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within the county are employed across the line in the District of Columbia rather 
than in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and 

Whereas, Fairfax County has similarly been unable to obtain equitable aid for 
school operation and maintenance costs resulting from the additional educational 
requirements of the children of these Federal workers employed within the District 
of Columbia: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this board urge its representatives in the Congress of the United 
States to endorse and support to the maximum the Honorable Chester B. Mer- 
row’s bill, H. R. 523, now pending before the House Committee on Education and 
Labor, and a similar bill, S. 444, introduced by Senators Hill and Murray and 
pending before the Senate committee, or any other bill providing for Federal aid 
to schools in impacted areas, and to endeavor to have included in any such bill a 
provision for the inclusion of children whcse parents are emploved in a Federal 
agency or department within reasonable commuting distance of the school district 
in a count for determining eligibility of a school district for such aid; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the Honorable Samuel 
MeConnell, chairman of the House Committee on Education and Labor; to the 
Honorable H. Alexander Smith, chairman of the Senate Committee on Education 
and Labor; to the Senators from Virginia, Hon. Harry Flood Byrd and Hon. 
A. Willis Robertson; to the Honorable Joel T. Broyhill, Representative from the 
10th Congressional District of Virginia; to the Senators from Georgia, Hon. 
Walter F. George and Hon. Richard B. Russell; the Senators from New Hamp- 
shire, Hon. Styles W. Bridges and Hon. Charles W. Tobey; and to the Senators 
from Maryland, Hon. John M. Butler and Hon. Glenn Beall, whose States have 
similar problems affecting school districts within reasonable commuting distance 
of Federal establishments in other States. 


ConGrEss OF THE UNitep StaTes, 
Hiousk or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 11, 1953. 
Hfon. SamugnL K. McConne nt, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
Flouse of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. Cyarrman: As a new Member of Congress I was surprised to learn 
that when we assign FBI agents to duty in Puerto Rico, which I understand the 
last Congress set up as a Commonwealth of the United States, they are unable 
to send their children to publie schools because, although under the American 
flag, Puerto Rican schools do not teach in Enelish. 

Therefore they are put to the added expense of sending their children to costly 
private schools—if they are able to gain admission. 

T have also learned that Civil Aeronautics Administration personnel sent to 
the island of Wake, also under the American flag, are compclled to hire their own 
teacher for instruction of their children because it has been ruled the island, 
though federally controlled, is not a reservation. 

I have introduced H. R. 5249, to amend Public Law 874, whieh I believe will 
correct this situation. It seems to me we have an obligation to provide some 
educational facilities for families of our Government employees in these areas 
where local facilities are not available. I hope your committee will give this 
problem consideration in connection with your current studies. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELrorp A, CEDERBERG, 


[H. R. 5249, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To amend Public Law 874 of the Eighty-first Congress, 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That so much of section 6 of such Act as precedes 
clause (1) thereof is amended to read as follows: ‘In the case of children who 
reside on Federal property, and in the case of children who reside in Puerto Rico, 
es Wake Island, or the Virgin Islands with a parent employed by the United 

tates—". 
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Lawton Ciry ScHOooLs, 
Lawton, Okla., March 5, 1953. 
Congressman VicroR WICKERSHAM, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. WickerRsHAM: During the past several vears, the Lawton publie 
schools have received substantial assistance from the Federal Government under 
Public Law 815 in the construction of new facilities, both in the eity of Lawton 
and on the military post at Fort Sill. Without this assistance it would have been 
impossible for us to house either the Federal or non-Federal connected children in 
our school, even though our district has voted the maximum amount of bonds 
possible each year. We have, during the past 3 years, resorted to short-time 
bonds in an effort to keep our schools up to date. One such bond issue was for a 
period of 1 year, 2 others for a period of 2 years. We have also voted our 5 mill 
building levy every year for the past 10 vears in an effort to provide suitable 
housing for our schoolchildren. Our current tax rate is $92 per $1,000 valuation 
because of this effort. 

In spite of all efforts, we are now in need of at least 3 elementary schools and 
should add at least 15 classrooms to the high school which we are hoping to start 
in the very near future. No money is currently available for these elementary 
schools nor the 15-room addition to our high school. 

At the present time we have 3,8!8 children who are federally affected, as inter- 
preted under Public Law 815, with a good possibility that this number will be 
increased from 500 to 1,000 by next school year. It is our hope that Congress will 
see fit to extend Public Law 815 for a period of time sufficient to permit federally 
affected schools, which have made their best effort to secure funds, to construct 
adequate buildings to house the use of our land. 

Since I am certain that you are interested in our boys and girls and the future 
of America, I am asking in behalf of our citizens that you give this matter vour 
attention when it comes before the House of Representatives. If you wish addi- 
tional information or feel that I can be of any further help in this matter, please 
let me know. 

You have been very good to help us in the past, and we are indeed grateful for 
this assistance. While we have not yet received funds for maintenance and 
operations under Public Law 874 for this school year, we expect to receive it some 
time soon. We are very pleased to know that you supported this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN SHOEMAKER, 
Superintendent. 


Twenty-first Legislature State of New Mexico 
SENATE Memoria No. 2 


Introduced by Senator John Morrow 


A MEMORIAL TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, REQUESTING 
ASSISTANCE TO THE STATES IN THE BUILDING OF ADEQUATE CLASSROOM FACILI- 
TIES FOR THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


Whereas the several States of the United States of America have found it 
impossible to secure sufficient local revenues to provide adequate and modern 
classroom buildings and equipment for their publie school children; and 

Whereas much of this difficulty is caused by the migration of great numbers of 
people as a result of Federal military activity ; and 

Whereas, although such migration increases public-school attendance to a great 
extent, local tax revenues are not increased in proportion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Legislature of the State of New Mexico, That the Congress of the 
United States be and it hereby is memorialized to enact additional legislation 
— aid to the States in the building and equipping of classroom buildings 
or the public schools; and be it further 

Resolved, That certified copies of this memorial be sent to the President of the 
Senate of the United States, to the Speaker of the House of Representatives of the 
United States, and to each Member of New Mexico’s delegation in the Congress 
of the United States. 

Tispo J. CHAvEz, 
President of the Senate. 
NATALIE 8. Buck, 
Chief Clerk. 
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Orrick, Mo., March 10, 19538 
Hon. C. Core, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

HonoraBLe Mr. Coie: We are desperately in need of additional school 
facilities as a result of the Federal impact and should like for you to convey this 
need to the chairman of the Labor and Educational Committee in the House, 
Congressman Sam McConnell. If Public Law 815 could be extended, we would 
be able to build sufficiently to care for our present needs. 

We were hit badly by the 1951 and 1952 floods and lost near one-half million 
in valuation of real estate and personal property. At the same time our school 
enrollment increased because of our nearness to the Kansas City area. The 
parents of 200 of our pupils work in Remington Arms, General Motors, the Ford 
plant at Claycoma, and other defense plants in and around Kansas City. These 
people receive good salaries and pay a lot of income tax, but locally they pay a 
small personal-property tax and little or no real-estate tax, Yet Orrick supports 
a school program for their children. We fecl we need Federal assistance in a 
building program to care for the education of these pupils. 


Yours truly, 
B. M. CarpPENTER, 


Superintendent, Orrick Public Schools. 


Tue Puatre County Gazerrte, 
Parkville, Mo., March 8, 1953 


Hon. C. Core, 
Washington, 

Dear * * * 

The point of this letter is another appeal for vour active interest and support 

This year our school tax doubled, as we were assessed for the new R-5 Con- 
solidated high-school building now in its first year of use. 

Over 500 trailer-camp workers, with their numerous offspring, are employed 
mostly in defense work in the Kansas City area nearby. 

We need Government aid to build another big grade school. Project No. 
Mo,—53-E-419 is supposedly being considered in Washington. Can you help 
us out? 

My wife, a teacher in both grade and high schools in Kansas and Missouri, 
and a former Platte County superintendent of schools, recognizes the need and 
urges me to appeal to you for support of this project. 

As always, with top regards to you and yours, 

Jas. C. Tippett, Sr. 

STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Springfield, April 29, 19538. 
Hon. JosepH W. Martin, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
House of Representatives Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: I have the honor to attach herewith, as directed, copy of 
senate joint resolution No. 16 of the 68th General Assembly. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cuarues F. Carpentier, 
Secretary of State. 


State oF ILLinors 
68th General Assembly 
SENATE 
Senate Joint Resouution No. 16 
Offered by Senator O'Neill 


Whereas the Federal Government has taken over extensive tracts of land in 
Illinois for atomic energy and other plants; and 

Whereas the loss of tax revenues on the part of school districts in areas in 
which Government plants are located has resulted in a severe financial hard- 
ship to these districts: ‘Therefore be it 
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Resolved by the Senate of the 68th General Assembly of the State of Illinois, the 
House of Representatives concurring herein, ‘lbat we respectfully request the 
Congress of the United States to make provision for reimbursing school districts 
for the loss of tax revenues resulting when land is taken or used by the Federal 
Government for a Government plant; and be it further 

Resolved, ‘That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the President of the 
United States Senate, to the Speaker of the United States House of Representa- 
tives, and to each United States Senator and Congresstnan from the State of 
Illinois, by the Secretary of State. 

Adopted by the Senate, March 4, 1953. 

Joun Wa. CHapman, 
President of the Senate. 


Mr. Bartey. May I comment at this time that reading these com- 
munications, knowing as | do the membership and the political affilia- 
tions of the Members of Congress, 1 would say they are pretty gen- 
erously divided between Republic and Democratic, so it is not a party 
situation. It isa problem that involves both of our political parties 
and therefore it is one in which we ought not to let polities play any 
part. 

Mr. Kearns. I might inform the gentleman that is well expected 
because the House is pretty well divided, vou know. 

If there are no objections, we will include in the record a statement 
from Congressman Edmondson. 

(The statement referred to follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF THE HoNORABLE Ep EpMoONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN Con- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I deeply appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to be heard by the committee on legislation extending provisions of Publie 
Law 815 and Publie Law 874. 

I am deeply concerned about the effeet of the proposed legislation. Frankly 
speaking, my concern is based on the expressed concern of school people in my 
own State of Oklahoma—people who have studied the legislation carefully and 
reached the conclusion that some of these effeets would be bad, if not disastrous, 
in the school program of our State. 

The proposed cuts in amounts made available for payments to localities under 
these bills would have a very damaging effect upon the budgets of school districts 
in Oklahoma. They very possibly wou!d result in reduced quality of education, 
and shortened schocl terms, in some areas. This, at a time when the proper 
educaticn of our young people has never been more important to the future of 
our Republic. 

My people are also strongly opposed to the proposal in S. 1597, extending 
Public Law 874, whereby Indian education is brought under Publie Law 874. 
The problem of Indian edueation is an entirely different problem from that 
presented by federally impacted areas generally. History already has proved 
that Indian education is a long-term, long-range undertaking which requires 
special understanding and knowledge of the field: it is impossible to justify the 
overnight removal of this undertaking to a new Federal ageneyv with no back- 
ground in this field. For the sake of the Indian peopie of Oklahoma, I urge 
that this section of 8. 1597 be stricken. This is the view, I might add, of the State 
superintendent of public instruecticn of Oklahoma, as expressed by his deputy 
in charge of Indian edueation. 

The committee’s sympathetic consideration of this Oklahoma viewpoint on 
these bills will be deeply appreciated. 


The committee is now adjourned until 10 a. m. Monday morning. 
(Whereupon at 12:30 p. m., Friday, June 13, 1953, the hearings were 
recessed until 10 a. m., Monday, June 15, 1953.) 
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MONDAY, JUNE 15, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON EpucaTion AND 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in the committee room of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, the Honorable Samuel K. Me- 
Connell, Jr. (chairman), presiding. 
Present: Representatives McConnell, Kearns, Holt, Frelinghuysen, 
Barden, Lucas, and Bailey. 
Present also: John O. Graham, chief clerk; Edward A. McCabe, 
eneral counsel; Jock Hoghland, assistant general counsel; R. C. 
erricson, chief investigator; Ben H. Johnson, investigator. 
Chairman McConne tu. The hearings will please come to order. 
The first witness this morning will be Mr. Frank M. Wright, asso- 
ciate superintendent of public instruction, California State Depart- 
ment of Education. Proceed, Mr. Wright. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK M. WRIGHT, ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT 
OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION 


Mr. Wricut. Mr. Chairman, what I have to say is included in 
a statement that is before you, I believe. It contains quite a number 
of tabulations and various documents attached to it, supporting what 
may be said. I do not know what direction you are concerned about 
in this hearing, but I presume you are interested in whether the 

roblems we face in California in connection with Federal impact 
ave been taken care of as the result of the operation of Public Laws 
815 and 874 of the 81st Congress. 

Chairman McConneE ut. Yes. 

Mr. Waicur. We have in California more than 300 applicant school 
districts, out of the approximately 2,000 districts in the State, oper- 
ating under the provisions of Public Laws 874 and 815, and we also, 
for the year 1951-52, had coming into California 21 percent of the 
total Federal appropriation. There are 743,406 pupils in average 
daily attendance that are directly implicated in the operation of the 
Federal activities, which represents 42 percent of the total average 
daily attendance of the State for that vear. 

There are a number of districts that have a very sizable percentage 
of our current expenditures involved in the operation of Public Law 
874. That is shown at the bottom of page 1, from which it is indicated 
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that in 1 district over half of their budget is made up of Federal funds; 
in 3 districts, 39 percent is made up of Federal funds; and so on, as 
shown in greater detail in appendix A of this revort. 

The failure to extend the provisions of Public Law 874 will result 
in serious hardship to many school districts. The effeet that with- 
drawal of Federal funds will have in each district will vary in accord- 
ance with impact of federally connected children in the particular 
distriet and the degree to which the particular district is dependent 
upon Federal assistance in the operation of its schools. 

The acceptance by the Congress of the United States of the re- 
sponsibility for the impact which Federal activities have on local 
school districts in the area in which Federal activities are carried on is 
a sound policy. It has provided aid to local school districts which 
would otherwise, even with a high degree of equalization of State aid, 
be unable to provide an adequate educational program for its children. 
The State of California recognizes all children residing in the State 
as eligible for State aid on an equal basis and has provided equaliza- 
tion funds to aid districts with financial burdens. However, the 
State has been unable to find a way or resources to increase the 
resources at the local level which have in many instances been 
severely diluted due to the Federal impact. 

We have, I would say, at least 8 or 10 areas that are wholly depend- 
ent upon the Federal Government for assistance, such areas as China 
Lake, the naval ordnance test station, which is a school district 
with well over 2,000 pupils that have no assessed valuation at all. 
There are no local resources at all. They are entirely dependent 
upon State aid and income from Publie Law 874. 

Mr. Baitey. Has that situation at China Lake improved any over 
the situation in 1950? I was there when we were holding some 
hearings. 

Mr. Wriaur. So far as the financial structure is concerned there 
has been no improvement. The State aid and Federal money has 
very greatly assisted. The present law makes it possible for areas like 
that to continue to operate. If Publie Law 874 funds were withdrawn 
from China Lake, they would be entirely dependent upon State aid, 
Mr. Battey. What proportion is Federal money and what percentage 
State money? 

Mr. Wricur. About 50 percent, roughly. 

Mr. Bartey. At that time you were having difficulty in securing 
qualified teachers to go into that area and live under the conditions 
under which they had to live there. Do they still travel in there? 

Mr. Wricur. China Lake has been fortunate in getting better 
teachers than average, because the wives of some of the, personnel 
employed there have been teachers. They find it necessary to pay 
to those teachers a salary considerably above that paid elsewhere. 
Section 3 (g) of Public Law 874 recognizes the unusual geographical 
conditions in that area, and additional help has been granted by the 
Commissioners on account of its geographical condition. Generally, 
you have to pay $500 a year more to teachers in the China Lake area 
than in other areas. We have 2 or 3 other areas similarly situated. 
China Lake, under the present arrangement of finances, is able to 
conduct a satisfactory school system. There is a similar situation at 
Herlong. The test-ordnance station has a school, the last account of 
which | had was that there were pretty close to 1,000 elementary 
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pupils. They are now building a high school there. They are com- 
pletely removed out in a desert out there, and the only assessed valua- 
tion in that district is a very small section of the Western Railroad 
which goes through there. Otherwise, the only other assessable 
property ts a Coca Cola dispensary there 

Chairman Go right ahead. 

Mr. Wrigur. There are 2 or 3 points | would like to peint out in 
the proposed amendments to Public Law 874 contained in S. 1597, 
which we believe are improvements over the present law. The first 
is that the entitlement is computed on the average daily attendance 
of the preceding vear rather than the current vear. 

Mr. Barney. Is that S. 1597 the Bridges bill? 

Mr. Wrieur. donot know who the author is offhand. Mr. Smith, 
I believe. At the present time we find the operation of Public Law 
874 a little difficult for the reason vou have to compute the entitlement 
and the income based on the current year, which makes it extremely 
difficult for the districts to receive the money in time to meet the needs 
of that vear. I think one of the greatest difficulties has been that the 
district does not receive their money until long after the needs have 
arisen, These districts are dependent upon that income. Some have 
been able to borrow, but at Vallejo, where the naval installations are 
located, they found themselves without funds and had to borrow from 
the board of supervisors. Solano County is not a wealthy county, 
and it has created a serious condition. 

Mr. Bartey. What does S. 1597 propose? 

Mr. Wricur. It proposes that in computing the entitlement, vou 
compute the entitlement on the preceding year’s average daily attend- 
ance rather than the current year. 

Mr. Bartey. And you are opposed to that? 

Mr. Wrieut. No. We believe that is an improvement in the law. 
We are for it. 

Mr. Battey. Just to clarify the record, it proposes to do what? 

Mr. Wricur. The present law requires the entitlement to be com- 
puted on the current year’s operation. This amendment provides 
that the entitlement shall be computed on the prior year’s average 
daily attendance. It is true there will be some growth in between, 
but the difficulty there we do not believe should be as great as the 
district having to wait until the year is over before they can compute 
the entitlement, which means they have to spend the money but do 
not get the money until way late, and we believe this will speed up 
delivery of the money to the districts at the time they need it, because 
we operate on a cash basis in California. 

Mr. Bartey. I believe the bill under study by the committee is 
identical with the Smith bill in the Senate. 

Mr. Wricur. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Baitey. So the two are in agreement. The question is 
whether that is the best method of computing it. 

Mr. Wricut. Maybe I am confused. Is there a bill in the House? 

Mr. Baitey. It will be presented later. 

Mr. Wricut. My comments are based on the information we have 
picked up from the bill that has been sent to ais in California. 

Another provision which we have been very much in favor of 
for a long time in California is the inclusion of Indian children as 
eligible children under Public Law 874. 
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Mr. Battey. To what extent is that a problem? 

Mr. Wricut. Now we have several areas where Indian children are 
living on Federal property which is not taxed. Certain moneys come 
from Johnson-O’ Malley funds, but that is not based upon any formula. 
It is purely a budgetary basis. These children are just as much an 
impact as other federally connected children. 

Mr. Battey. Are you in favor of the idea of having them attend the 
public schools and be paid for under the provisions of this legislation? 

Mr. Wricut. Yes; we are. They do attend the public schools in 
California. There is no segregation in California of Indian children. 
But they come from property that is tax-exempt, 

Mr. Bartey. This money from the Johnson-O’ Malley fund, is that 
paid into the State school system? 

Mr. Wriaur. Yes; and we distribute it on a budget basis, which we 
do not think is a good way to do it. It should be on a formula basis. 

Mr. Battey. Then you are in agreement with the proposal in 
S. 1597? 

Mr. Wricur. Yes. 

Mr. Kearns. Does the gentleman know how much the Department 
of Interior contributes for these Indian children? 

Mr. Wriaur. California has been getting approximately $325,000. 

Mr. Kearns. For how many children? 

Mr. Wrieur. I could not tell you offhand. A lot of that is indirect 
impact. I do not know that I could tell you how many children in 
California are on Federal reservations. 

Mr. Kearns. This thing came up Friday. We have all these other 
agencies contributing to education, and it is astonishing if you add it 
all up. It is like this $325,000 that California gets from Interior. I 
wanted to get that in the record. I am not opposed to this, but I 
think it should be brought out that other agencies are also contributing. 

Mr. Wricur. When Congress placed all these various contributions 
under one law, that was one of the finest things ever done. The 
Indian problem is a separate problem and that is out on the limb. 
We think it should be treated like the rest and we should not be getting 
money from that agency. 

Mr. Karns. You want to get it under one tent? 

Mr. Wricur. We want to get it under one tent. That is our 
position. 

Mr. Hott. Mr. Wright, I was able to get from the Department of 
Education the figures on Indian children except for California. If 
you do not have those with you, can you get them and furnish them 
for the record? 

Mr. Wricut. Yes. I think I can get that. 

Mr. Hour. At the proper point I would like that inserted in the 
record. 

(The information referred to has been made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Wricur. I do not think I can give you the children that would 
be eligible under Public Law 874. As a matter of fact, at one time 
when we made the computation we found it would be considerably 
less than now coming to Indian children, but it would be placing it 
where it rightfully belongs. 

Mr. Baitey. When we were considering this legislation in 1950, 
we at that time considered taking the step we are considering now 
in regard to Indian children, but the Interior Department asked us 
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not to interfere with the Johnson-O’Malley law. This present law, 
Public Law 874, has largely eliminated payments by other Federal 
departments for education. 

Mr. Kearns. It has cut them down considerably, anyway. 

Mr. Batrey. I think it has eliminated them except for the Interior 
Department. I see Mr. Lillywhite present. Mr. Lillywhite, to what 
extent has Public Law 874 eliminated payments by other departments 
for education? 

Mr. Littywarre. Mr. Bailey, it stopped them entirely except those 
that are excluded. 

Mr. Battey. We excluded the Interior Department on account of 
the Indian reservations in this Johnson-O’ Malley law. 

Mr. Littywurre. It excluded the Johnson-O’Malley law and our 
two atomic energy reservations at Hanford, Wash., and Oak Ridge, 
Tenn. That is all. Nobody else spends any money for education. 
I think there is one case in the Yellowstone National Park, where 
fees from people going into the park operate the schools. ‘There are 
no others. 

Mr. Barry. Thank you. 

Chairman McConneuu. Proceed, Mr. Wright. 

Mr. Wriacur. Section 3 (e), having to do with growth, is not a 
problem in our State. There is one section under section 2 of Public 
Law 874 that might be cleared up. Generally speaking, there is not 
an opportunity for duplication of payments by the State and the 
Federal Government for the same purpose. There is one section we 
have had a little trouble on. The amount of money is not so great, 
but where there has been a loss in district taxes due to the acquisition 
of property within the district by the Federal Government, the 
Federal Government under the present law recognizes that responsi- 
bility and will take up that loss, but at the same time, speaking of 
California particularly, probably alone, the State equalization aid 
comes in and makes up a similar loss. There should not be duplicate 
payments for the same purpose. 

We have another interest in connection with the operation of Public 
Law 874, and that is in relation to certain Federal properties in which 
there is a private possessory or leasehold interest. At the present 
time the assessors, for some reason, are assessing Federal property 
that is leased to private concerns at about 5 to 8 percent of the returns 
on similar privately held property, and as soon as they do that, im- 
mediately is that property declared out of Federal impact operation. 
Around the Los Angeles area, particularly, some of the aircraft 
factories and other buildings of the Government are leased out to 
private interests. If they were paying taxes on the full assessed 
value, there would not be any problem, but they pay only about 5 to 
8 percent of the amount paid on similar privately held property. 

Mr. Kearns. Is that through an agreement with a community 
council whereby if this industry comes in they will have a certain 
consideration on taxes? 

Mr. Wricut. No. These are buildings that were built by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Kearns. I understand. Then private enterprise takes them 
over? 

Mr. Wriacut. I talked to the assessor in Los Angeles County a 
couple of weeks ago. We have a formula based on the term of the 
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contract, the depreciation, and a few other factors that enter into 
the determination of what the assessable value is. For instance, if 
they come in with a lease of only a year, a very short-term lease, that 
has quite an effect on it, but the upshot is that there are large areas 
where many, many people are housed for employment, and there are 
many children. 

Mr. Kearns. They still have the load? 

Mr. Wricur. They still have the load, but they do not get taxes 
to amount to anything. 

Mr. Battey. I think we had a similar situation in Pascagoula, Miss., 
or maybe it was Alabama. Mr. Lillywhite, how was that situation 
handled? 

Mr. Littywuire. I will be very glad to help Mr. Wright bring 
that question out, because it is a pretty difficult one. In Alabama, if 
I recall that correctly, by State law I believe, as a number of States 
do, offered no taxation or a lower rate of taxation to new industries 
coming in. The problem here is where the Federal Government owns 
the property and out-leases it to a private company to operate. 

Mr. Baitey. Not engaged in the manufacture of defense articles? 

Mr. Littywurre. Sure; they are engaged in the manufacture of 
defense articles, but the private operator has a proprietory interest, 
and in some States the State permits taxes to be levied on that pro- 
prietory interest or leasehold right. Our general counsel has deter- 
mined that wherever that tax is permitted, it is not Federal property. 
Dakota has the tax. California has the tax. Washington State has 
the tax. There are a few other States that have it and a number 
more are planning to have it, as we understand it. Mississippi does 
not have the tax. They have the same situation, but that Siate does 
not have suchatax. Itis about the same situation as housing projects 
on Federal property. In that case the committee said: 

Beeause we do not find the status of this Fe oped we will make it Federal 
property by definition, and any taxes collected will be deducted from the entitle- 
ment, 

Mr. Battey. To what extent does the Federal Government get 
reimbursement from the leaseholders? Is it given to them or is there 
a return to the Federal Government? 

Mr. Littywuire. | do not think there is any return, but 1 do not 
know. 

Mr. Wricur. There is some return, I think, but in talking to the 
assessor I gathered that the amount of the payment is more on the 
token side than a substantial payment. ‘This is not to be confused 
with the problems we have locally where the chamber of commerce puts 
the pressure on to bring in private industry by reducing taxes as an 
incentive to get them in. This is Federal property. We feel these 
leasehold interests should be taxed. We do believe, however, they 
should be handled in the same manner as Wherry housing projects on 
Federal property are treated, and that the income from taxes should 
be deducted from the entitlement, and consider them as Federal 
properties. That would solve the problem. 


Mr. Hotr. I want to call attention to my colleagues that this 


problem does exist around Los Angeles in these defense plants, and 
the tax collected is far below the average tax rate. 

Mr. Wricur. We collect about 42 percent below true value, but 
these properties are only assessed at 5 to 8 percent of that assessed 
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value. And the children invariably do not live immediately adjacent 
to these particular properties. 

Mr. Baitey. Mr. Chairman, if | am not out of order, may I suggest 
that vou have the clerk collect information from the Armed Services 
as to the extent of revenue received by the Government for these 
leases, and have them send up a certified copy of the leases. They 
have a standard form, I believe. 

Chairman McConne wu. | think that is a very good idea and | so 
instruct the clerk. 

Mr. Wricur. As to the building problem under Public Law 815, 
we are convinced in our State that if it had not been for the funds 
made available to California and the Nation as a whole for providing 
school buildings under Public Law 815, thousands and thousands of 
children would have had no opportunity to have any schooling at all. 
Generally speaking, we think that law has worked very, very well. 
There is a difference between Public Law 815 and Publie Law 874, 
in that under Public Law 815, once the impact has been taken care 
of generally we do not have a recurring problem. However, there 
are still some areas that have children unhoused at this time. 

Mr. Baitey. To what extent have districts been advised that an 
allotment would be made to them that have not been paid? 

Mr. Wricar. That have been advised of their entitlement? 

Mr. Battey. That have been advised of their entitlement but have 
received no money. 

Mr. Wricur. | have that information. It is in the document before 
you. The total allotment for California which has been recorded is 
approximately $99 million, and of that amount, according to the last 
figures which we have in our office, some $37 million has been reserved 
or approved. By that I mean, money has actually been made avail- 
able. There have been some reservations or approvals given rather 
recently that we may not have on our records. Every one of the dis- 
tricts has that information. Their applications are on file and the 
entitlements I am giving you are taken from their applications, so that 
is in the hands of the proper authorities. While a considerable amount 
of the impact has been taken care of, there are two factors that have 
not been recognized completely. One is that under Public Law 815 
there is a provision for reimbursing the school districts or other 
agencies that may have built buildings to house federally connected 
children prior to the enactment of Public Law 815. We have some 
$14 million in that category. Districts have been unable to wait for 
Federal funds, and have gone ahead with their own money or other 
funds that they may have had access to, and they have spent $14 
million for which they have not been reimbursed. 

Mr. Kearns. Is that the State total? 

Mr. Wricur. Yes. 

Mr. Hour. Were all these people promised money? 

Mr. Wriaur. No, they were not promised. That is a provision in 
the law, that they were entitled to reimbursement if the money was 
available. 

Mr. Kearns. Do they ever expect to get it? 

Mr. Wrieat. | think they would be very happy to get it. 

Mr. Kearvs. That is not the question. Do you think they expect 
to get it? 
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Mr. Wricur. The law provides they will if the money is available. 
I do not know if they expect it or not. 

Mr. Baitey. Were those districts where they had exhausted their 
bonding authority? 

Mr. Wricur. Yes. 

Mr. Barty. They were not wealthy districts? 

Mr. Wricur. No, they are not. For instance, Alameda School 
District has built over $3 million of school buildings out of their own 
funds prior to the enactment of Public Law 815. That is not a wealthy 
district. Chula Vista has spent $600,000; and Coronado, $400,000. 
Richmond is one that has spent well over $1 million; and Oceanside, 
in the vicinity of Camp Pendleton, some $780,000. 

We have projected on the document vou have before vou the 
estimated increase that will take place in the next 2 vears. We have 
used the same method of estimating this increase that we use in our 
State-aid program. 

Mr. Battey. Are you talking about estimated increases for 
buildings? 

Mr. Wriaur. For buildings; ves. The birhtrate has moved up 
very rapidly in the last few years, and we have found that children 
entering the first grade of our schools are very greatly in excess of 
those graduating from the eighth grade, and from that process of 
dropping off the last 2 years of elementary school the seventh and 
eighth grades, and using the next 2 grades, we found a very consider- 
able increase in the enrollment. The recorded entitlement is some 
$99 million. The projected entitlement is about $115 million. That 
would be $16 million of housing that is needed to take care of just the 
increased enrollment due to the increased population that will take 
place because of little kids not in school. If you go into some of 
these military areas, as I did in Herlong not long ago, I went there 
one day when school was not in session, and I have never in my life 
seen as many little kids under school age as there were in this little 
town of Herlong. These people are usually young people, of the age 
that have a number of children, and most of them are young children 
so we have reason to believe that based upon some estimates or com- 
putations we made, the rate of children per home in these areas is far 
in excess of the average. The State average is 0.8 children per uome. 
In these areas we found an average of 1.24 children per home in 
school, 

Mr. Battey. That is exceptionelly high. 

Mr. Wricut. Yes. That is not true in all these areas, but it is 
where there are mostly young children. 

Mr. Barney. In order to move along with the hearings, may I ask 
you this question. Do you find anything in the proposed new legisla- 
tion that would bar them from filing a claim for a gravt for this added 
impact? 

Mr. Wriaur. No, we do not. 

Mr. Battery. Then the supposition is that the present legislation 
would take care of the problem? 

Mr. Wricur. Yes. What I am trying to say is that the housing 
roblem has not been met. Some people may believe once you have 
uilt buildings you have taken care of the problem for all time. That 

is not true in our State. We have received a great deal of money but 
we still have this problem. 
Mr. Batuey. In order to clarify the record, what part of that con- 
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struction money other than on these entitlements was supplied by the 

State under bond issues, and what part supplied locally? 

Me. Wricur. The State has provided for all of the children not 
federally impacted. The Federal Government has paid their share 
of a project which represents the Federal entitlement. The Federal 
Government only takes care of up to 95 percent of the Federal eon- 
struction. They hwve to take care of the other 5 percent. 

Mr. Littywuire. Mr. Bailey, this is the same thing we went over 
on the first 2 days of testimony. California is one of the States that 
has appropriated a tremendous amount of State money. It is up to 
$500,000, is it not?) When we set up our priority system we would 
house only 95 percent of the children unhoused. Because they had 
State aid in California, they built more buildings, so they did not get 
allotments under this program. They did get some allotments, be- 
cause they had a tremendous impact even with State aid, but they 
have $33 million of valid applications on file that cannot be paid 
because they had housed 90 percent of the school children. 

Mr. Horr. Mr. Lillywhite, when you said $500,000, that should be 
$500 million. 

Mr. Wricur. Yes. Mr. Kearns asked if they expect to get it. 
The State and the districts have taken care of much of the needs, 
but we have many needs yet to be met. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that about covers what I have to say. 

Chairman McConnetu. Any questions of Mr. Wright? 

Mr. Wriacur. I would like to file this statement with the committee. 

(The statement submitted by the witness is as follows:) 

PREPARED STATEMENT BY FRANK M. Wricui, Associate SUPERINTENDENT OF 
Pusiic INsTRUCTION, CALIFORNIA STatTe DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, Con- 
CERNING Necessity To CoNTINUE AssisPANCE TO Districts ON 
Account OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


More than 300 applicant school districts of the State of California have a large 
interest in the extension of Public Law 874 of the 8ist Congress. More than in 
any other State, the school districts of California have experienced financial 
burdens because of Federal activities within the State. This impact and burden 
may be indicated by the fact that in 1951-52 under Public Law 874, 21 percent 
of the total amount allocated to all school districts in the Nation was allocated 
to California districts. The impact in 1951-52 affected a total of 743,406 average 
daily attendance, which comprises approximately 42 percent of the total average 
daily attendance of the State for that vear. 

This impact, because of Federal activities, has been increasing in California 
and estimates indicate that, this impact will continue to increase. Following 
is the best estimates of the needs under section 3 of Public Law 874 for the period 
of 1953-54 to 1955-56: 


Ye Gross entitle- Deductible | Net entitle- 
baal ment funds ment 
1053-64........- $15, 187, 539. 68 $1, 500, 000 $13, 687, 539. 63 
1954-55. 3 _| 17, 564, 322. 55 500, 000 16, 064, 322. 55 
1955-56. 18, 642, 798. 60 1, 500, 000 17, 142, 798. 60 


In addition to these estimates under section 3 of the law, there will be addi- 
tional allocations made to eligible districts under sections 2 and 4. 

The failure to extend the provisions of Publie Law 874 will result in serious 
hardship to many school districts. The effect that withdrawal of Federal funds 
will have in each district will vary in accordance with impact of federally con- 
nected children in the particular district and the degree to which the particular 
district is dependent upon Federal assistance in the operation of its schools. 
The effect will be felt most severely by those districts which depend to a large 
degree on Federal assistance. The following tabulation indicates the percent 
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that the net entitlement under Public Law 874 was of the current expenditures for 


the 1951-52 fiscal vear: 
Number of 


Percent net entitlement is of current expenditures: districts 
0-4__ 194 


in the district if Federal assistance is withdrawn. The withdrawal of Federal 
assistance will result in reductions in teachers’ salaries or reduction of teaching 
staff, or both, with the resultant reduction in the quality of educational oppor- 
tunity. 

The acceptance by the Congress of the United States of the responsibility 
for the impact which Federal activities have on local school districts in the area 
in which Federal activities are carried on is a sound policy. It has provided aid 
to local school distriets which would otherwise, even with a high degree of equali- 
gation of State aid, be unable to provide an adequate educational program for 
its children. The State of California recognizes all children residing in the State 
as eligible for State aid on an equal basis and has provided equalization funds 
to aid districts with financial burdens. However, the State has been unable 
to find a way or resources to increase the resources at the local level which have 
in many instances been severely diluted due to the Federal impact. 

In addition to the soundness of the policy adopted by the Congress in Public 
Law 874, the act has, through its consolidation of payments to local school districts, 
provided a method of dealing equitably with school districts through a single 
agency of the Federal Government. Prior to the legislation many districts were 
unable to solve their problems and many received no aid whatsoever. 


SENATE BILL 1597 


The provisions of 8. 1597 being considered by the 83d Congress, Ist session, as 
a bill to amend Public Law 874 and to extend its provisions for a 2-vear period 
have been examined and analyzed by the California State Department of Educa- 
tion. The department is generally in full and wholehearted agreement with the 
provisions of the act. 

Major changes proposed by 8. 1597 in the terms of Public Law 874 will improve 
its operation and more effectively meet the current needs of districts. The 
provisions to accomplish the following objectives are commended to your con- 
sideration: 

1. The use of average daily attendance of the preceding vear of federally 
connected pupils in determining entitlement under sections 3 (a) and 3 (b) of the 
act will make possible a quick and final determination of entitlement, and the 
receipt of all funds early enough in the fiscal year to meet the needs of that year. 
The provision will definitely eliminate a serious budget problem at the local level. 

2. The inclusion of Indian children as eligible children under the act will 
provide an equitable means for the Federal Government to meet its responsibility 
to these children and will result in treatment of them on the same basis as other 
children for whom the Federal Government has recognized responsibility. 

3. The inclusion in section 3 (a) of children of parents in the uniformed services 
who reside on Federal property is an improvement and will ease a very difficult 
problem of administration at the local level. 

4. The repeal of section 3 (e), and the inclusion of average daily attendance 
in growth under section 4 (a) of the act, is an improvement made necessary by 
the change to computing entitlement on average daily attendance of the pre- 
ceding vear. The repeal of section 3 (e) bas no effect on California districts 
inasmuch as the State provides a full apportionment for growth, 

5. The provision for additional aid under section 3 when necessary to achieve 
comparable standards in districts in which 50 percent or more of the pupils reside 
on Federal property will achieve a higher degree of equity for districts with a 
heavy impact of federally connected children, 

6. The changes suggested in section 4 (a) will provide an equitable method of 
dealing with the problem of impact because of Federal activity and will also im- 
prove procedures under the section, 


The majority of these districts will not be able to continue to provide compa- 
rable educational opportunity for federally connected children or for other children 
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For vour consideration the following suggestions are made: 

1. Under section 2 of Public Law 874, districts are entitled to receive payment 
for loss in district taxes due to acquisition of property within the district by the 
Federal Government, less the amount derived from other Federal payments. 
The provisions of this section should be amended to provide that the increase in 
State equalization aid due to acquisition of property by the Federal Government 
and the removal of such property from the assessment rolls should be considered 
in determining the amount of Federal payments to the distriet. This is necessary 
to prevent a duplicate payment of equalization aid by the Federal Government. 

2. A problem has arisen in California in relation to certain Federal properties 
in which there is a private possessory or leasehcld interest. This private posses- 
sory or leasehold interest is by State law subject to taxation and because of this 
fact it has been ruled that such property is ineligible under the act. The tax 
returns on these properties average 5 to 8 percent of the returns on similar privately 
held property. The Federal interest in these properties is dominant and tax 
returns to a district are small. We recommend that such property be declared 
by law to be Federal property for the purposes of the act with the additional 
proviso that the returns from any possessory or leasehold interest tax be deducted 
from the entitlement under Public Law 874 of a district receiving the tax. Such 

rovisions will allow such property to be treated in the same manner as Wherry 
1ousing projects on Federal property are treated. 

Table ! shows the present enrollment of all Public Law 815 applicant districts 
with computed increases translated into projected entitlements which are then 
reduced to net projected entitlements by subtracting grants and reservations made 
under Public Law 815. 

Table IT shows the computation of cost to house enrollment increases and then 
shows how much of that building cost is covered by Federal entitlement as pro- 
jected. Column 6 of table IT shows the estimated cost of school eonstruetion for 
unhoused pupils 2 vears hence for which there would be sufficient entitlement to 
cover. This includes the cost of school construetion computed from the new house 
data obtained from the military bases. The assumption back of computing en- 
rollment increases is that there are now residing in these distriets a sufficient 
number of preschool-age children so that for each of the next 2 years the first-grade 
enrollment will be as large as is was this vear. (California birth records more 
than support this). 

In the few districts where an estimate was obtained of new hotses expected to 
be started in 1953 and for the house data secured from military bases, the State 
aid formula was used to estimate the enrollment. Children from new houses were 
not used for computing the percentage increase in entitlement. 

Column 7 of table IT shows the amount of money to which the district is en- 
titled on account of federally housed children who are currently housed in build- 
ings constructed by the district prior to the enactment of Public Law 815. It is 
to be noted that this column contains only a limited number of districts, but the 
impact upon these districts is quite severe inasmuch as they have through local 
and State funds provided for federally connected children while other districts 
have either not provided space and have houged the children in very unsatisfactory 
quarters or have operated on double sessions or the impact has reached the dist- 
ricts subsequently to the enactment of Public Law 815. 

On schoolhouse construction, Public Law 815 has served a very useful purpose 
in many of the school districts of California. Due to climatic and geographical 
conditions, military installations probably have been placed in California in 
greater numbers and size in proportion to the population of the United States 
than in any of the other States, with possibly one or two exceptions. Such areas 
‘as Hamilton Field, Travis Air Force Base, and George Air Force Base are typical 
examples. The naval ordnance test station at China Lake and the Sierra Ord- 
nance Depot as Herlong are similar installations. There are thousands of chil- 
dren living on these Federal properties who are entirely dependent upon the assist- 
ance rendered by the Federal Government. 

While ft is true that the major requirements for school housing have been met, 
these districts and military installations are still confronted with a very high per- 
centage of preschool children who will be entering the schools next fall and the 
year following. It is further pointed out that once the housing has been provided 
it does not have to be repeated year after year. It is most important thas recog- 
nition be given to the necessity for providing housing at once to accommodate 
the children rather than to spread it out over a period of years. So far the Federal 
Government has recognized this principle in a very large measure by taking care 
of the housing needs. The tabulations in connection with Public Law 815 at- 
tached to this report indicate the magnitude of the current need projected for 
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the next 2 years. There is an estimated total of $65,088,656 needed to cover the 
actual requirements projected 2 vears hence. 

In conelusion, I wish to state that we in California have recognized the value 
of Publie Laws 874 and 815. These laws have brought together into a systematic, 
orderly, centralized agency operating through the United States Office of Educa- 
tion, an array of agencies making funds available to school districts. The relation- 
ship of the United States Office of Education to the State of California and to 
the districts has been excellent. This program is one of the few which has been 
entirely coordinated through the responsible State agency with a minimum of 
Federal control. The assistance whieh has been rendered to the districts through 
the officers of the United States Government has been outstanding. I feel I 
would be remiss in my duty if I did not convey this expression of appreciation on 
behalf of the school districts and the Department of Education of the State of 
California. 


TaBLe I.—Estimated 2-year enrollment increase due to graduation process and net 
1954 prqenes entitlement under Public Law 815 


| 2-year 
increase | | Projected Net 1954 
2X Ist Recorded entitlement | Reserved or, projected 
October grade— | (col 2- entitle- | (eol. 3Xcol. | approved, entitle. 
District 1952 7th and | 1) | ment | 4) and (col.! 1950-52’ | ment (col. 
| | 4) 5—col. 6) 
| grades) | | 
| | | 
| _| (5) (6) (7) 
Adelanto | 544 | 157 28.9 $47, 600 $61, 256 $47, 600 $13, 756 
Alameda Unified. | 8,412, 1, 296 15.4 4, 724, 416 5, 451, 976 577, 352 4,874, 624 
Alamitos 504 63 11.2 37, 128 41, 286 22, 800 18, 486 
Arcade | 3, 233 744 | 23.0 650, 585 | 800, 220 22k, YO) 571, 320 
Arden-Carmichael } 4.379 737 16.8 | 903, 776 1, 055, 610 660, 470 395, 140 
Atascadero | 962 | 116 | 12.1 | 180, 880. 202, 766 180, 880 21, 886 
Barstow | 1, 590 | 132 | &.3 | 360, 808 390, 755 360, S08 29, 947 
Barstow Unified High | 
Schoo 1, 266 254 20.1 151, 368 | 181, 793 151, 368 30, 425 
Bellflower 5, S01 1, 107 19.1 | 372. 573 | 443,754 448, 734 
Benicia Unified 1, 621 258 15.9 1, 141, 112 1, 322, 449 687, 654 634, 8U5 
Berxeley Unified 8,018 1,688 21.1] 1,537,686] 1, 38 | ...| 1,862, 138 
Cajon Valley 4, 078 8 107) 803, 373 573, 901 | 315, 433 
Cardiff 208 7 4.4 | 20, 874 | | 21, 79: 
Carlsbad | 893 170 19.0 92, 344 | 36, 438 | 
Castro Valley 2, 971 450 15.1 | 222, 768 | 256, 406 222, 768 33, 6 
Chula Vista 4, 420 634 14.3 | 1, 219, 114 1, 393, 447 160, 000 1, 233, 
Churntown 254 35 | 13.8 77, 180 | 87.831 O82 
Coronado Unified | 2, 165 AOY 23. 5 | 923. 756 1, 140, 838 | 150, 260 , 57. 
Costa Mesa | 2, 386 304 15.3 140, S96 162, 453 140, 8Y6 21, 557 
Daggett 200 40 20.0 165, 648 | 198, 778 | ---| 198, 778 
Deeot> 1,130 176 | 15.6 85, 99,046 99, 046 
Del Paso Heights O47 RS 9.3 280, 840 | 306,958 | | 306, 958 
Elder Creek... 653, 77 | 96, 152 107, 498 | | 107, 498 
Encinitas 521 42 S.1 55, 216 59, B88 “BB, 216 4,472 
Escondido Unified ‘ | | 
High School me 1, 940 | 177 2.1 46, 648 50, 893 46, 648 | 4, 245 
Fair Oaks : SOL 74 9.2 | 199, 920 218, 313 | 84, 940 | 133, 373 
Fallbrook —. ‘ 1,214 300 | 24.7 | 206, 556 257, 575 | 206, 556 | 41, O19 
Gallatin ; 1, 508 199 13. 2 232, 832 | 263, 566 232, 832 | 30, 734 
Grant Unified High | | | 
School 3, 969 781 19.7 | 753, 245 | 901, 634 |--------- om -| 901, 634 
Grossmont Unified | 
High School 3, 679 858 23.3 376, 992 464, 831 166, 150 298, 681 
Hayward Unified | | | | 
H School. __- 4, O84 619 15.2 224, 758 258, 921 | 244, 758 14, 163 
Hoopa Valley U nified 356 — 9- 25.3 177, 207 | 222, 040 | 177, 207 44, 833 
Hueneme nie 969 214) 22.1 387, 164 | 472, 727 |....- Fecal 472, 727 
Indian Wells V alley = 832 | 102 12.3 326, 536 366, 700 87, 930 | 278, 770 
Kernville . 220 22 | 10.0 69, 496 76, 446 50. 000 | 26, 446 
Lakeside __- | QOS 110 11.4 74, 806 | | 83, 334 
La Mesa-8 Val- | 
ley : 5, 852 | 1,009 | 17.2 878,074 | 1,029, 103 878, 074 151, 029 
Lemon Grov Bic tone if 2,373 | 413 17.4 | 426, 866 501, 141 426, 866 | 74, 275 
Livermore 1, 269 172 | 13.6 352, 648 © 400, 608 108, 000 | 5 
Lompoe Unified High | | 
School 54g | 59 10.7 345, 314 | 382, 263 109, 000 273, 263 
Long Beach U nified ‘ 48, 733 | 7, 808 16.0 | 7, 632, 470 8, 853, 665 1, 220,750 | = 7, 632, 915 
Lynwood Unified = 6,104 | 636 | 10.4 | 947, 915 1, 046, 498 | 228, 000 | 818, 498 
Manhattan Beach 3, 367 | 591 | 17.6 587, 875 691, 341 7, 875 | 103, 466 
Manteca. 1,277 12.6 168, 504 189, 736 | 189, 736 
194 9 | 4.65 67, 592 70, 701 
620 86 13.9 348, $40 397, 329 
7” re 1, 284 286 | 22.3 430, 100 526, 012 | 212, 503 | 313, 509 
Mojave. 420 | 35 | 8.3 | 101, 932 | 120,308 | 110, 392 
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TABLE I.—Estimated 2-year enrollment increase due to graduation process and net 


1954 projected entitlement under Public Law 815—Continued 


2-year | 
> _ | increase | Projected Net 1954 
(2X Ist Recorded entitlement Reserved or, projected 
October | 8tade— (col. 2+ | entitle- (col. 3Xcol. approved, entitle- 
District 1952 7thand | Col ment 4) and (col.| 1950-52 ment (col. 
8th | 4) 5—col. 6) 
| grades) 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Monterey............ | 4, 928 1, 066 21.6 | $1,461,506 | $1,777,191 | $969, 569 | 
Monterey Unified | 
High School______- 1, 051 276 | 26.3 479, 604 605,740 | 204, 468 
Morro. . | 44 69 | 14.9| 119,952 137, 825 81, 872 
Mount Diablo Unified | 12, 257 | 2,548 | 20.8 | 2,948, 276 3,561,517 | 2, 205.750 
Mount George 335 | 10 3.0 93, 296, 96, 095 | 93, 296 | 
Napa_- : 2, 307 182 7.9 549, 304 592, 699 | 
Napa Unified High | | | 
School . we 2, 237 308 13.8 632, 221 719, 467 531, 477 | 187, 9900 
National City. _- 3, 219 527 16.4 1, 159, 479 1, 349, 634 $25, 540 1, 024, 004 
North Sacramento 4,132 | 556 13.5 955, 702 1, 084, 722 : | 1,084,722 
Norwalk | 7, 352 | 1, 335 18.2 1, 249, 092 1, 476, 427 1, OSS, 993 387, 434 
Oceanside-Carlsbad | | 
High School | 731 153 20.9 241, 332 291, 770 291, 770 
Oceanside-Libby_- | 2, 020 350 17.3 | 1,331,372 1, 561, 699 447, 387 1, 114, 312 
Orangevale. __- | 755 55 7.3 2 251, 288 | 251, 288 
Orcutt = 630 121 19.2 88, 513 74, 256 14, 257 
NOE, biccxesicwawonan! 3, 889 781 | 20.1 1, 137, 014 169, 432 967, 582 
Pacific 611 M4 13.7 92, 006 | ; 
Pacifie Grove 1, 943 315 | 16.2 411, 515 160, 065 
-almdale 578 90 15.6 73, 91: 63, 940 
Palos Verdes 1,147 198 17.3 67, 502 
Paramount 4,179 485 11.6 rp 
Paso Robles 1, 267 137 10.8 319, 538 140, 000 
Paso Robles Unified 
High School 463 71 15.3 82, 225 
Pittsburg Unified 1, 980 355 18.0 1, 022, 418 763, 535 
Pleasanton 812 164 20.2 43, 522 
Rialto pate aes. 794 62 7.8 54, 392 50, 456 
Rich Mar.........-.. 308 41 13.3 40, 638 |...... 
Riehmond_. | 19, 015 2, 916 15.3 8,569,844 1, 548, 815 
Richmond Unified } 
High School 11, 411 2, 043 18.0 2, 747, 365 1, 618, S68 l, 
Rio Linda... ._...--. 1, 723 212 12.3 647, 535 
Riverside aie | 6, 624 977 | 14.7 1, OOS, G12 1, 
Riverside Unified | 
High School_____-- 46 876 | 16.0 479, 294 184, 111 205, 183 
170 14.9 His, O40 448, 40 
Rodeo 224 18.5 691, 415 691, 413 
Sacramento Unified __| . 02 1,817 | 8.6 1, 797, 744 1, 797, 744 
San Bernardino ae 12, 037 1, 920 | 16.0 1, 545, 476 70, 000 1, 475, 476 
San Bernardino High | | 
School. __........ 7, 312 j 15.8 540, 184 350, 540 
San Clemente _____-- 351 | 18.2 45, 011 38, OSO 
San Diego Unified | 53, 805 Q | 16.0 19, 145, 587 | 6, 417, 780 
San Francisco Unified. 69, 652 9.4 2, 894, 665 540, 000 
San Jose aca ma 570 3.6 308, 862 222, 781 
San Juan High School. 2, O87 | 35.7 352, 281 240, 000 
San Miguel re 363 12.7 117, 617 104, 363 
SS 3, 922 11.3 490, 990 262, 763 
Santa Ana___._--. | 6, 104 | 13.6 711, 609 
Santa Maria. - 2, 350 | 15.0 213, 445 | 
Santa Paula...........| 1, 884 | 5.8 108, 382 | | 
ERE 472 5.7 18, 912 | 
Sausalito...........- 1, 5382 | 19.1 | 1, 288, 109 | 330, 864 | 
SSeS 285 | 13.0 | 101, 121 
Shurtleff. 16.4 | 221, 031 74, 000 | 
South Bay. _......_-- | 1, 747 | 18.3 | | 640, 303 | 541, 254 
Southern Kern __.___- 283 | 6.7 | 91, 421 | 85, 680 | 
South Sacramento 1, 126 17.2 | | 170, 709 | | 
Stockton Unified... 22, 752 11.3 ) 1, 683, 666 1, 127, 092 
Sunnyvale. ........... 2, 442 18.1 y 237, 230 
Sweetwater Unified 
High School........| 4,927 849 17.2 | 1, 253, 326 563, 000 
‘Torrance Unified ___ 7,155 1, 270 17.7 | 2,414,852 907, 764 
Vaca Valley _______. 1, 210 178 14.7 2 424, 532 150, 000 
Vallejo Unified... __. 14, 137 2, 522 17.8 9,931,967 | 4, 550, 631 
pe 605 58 9.6 189, 788 208, 008 187, 918 
Victor Valley High 
1, 154 85 7.4 90, 440 97, 133 90, 440 6, 693 
Vista Unified. ....___- 2,013 267 13.3 325, 5e4 368, 886 87, 400 281, 486 
12 5.4 146, 948 154, 883 
ee 500,638 | 74, 067 | 14.8 | 98,961,739 | 114,878,457 | 37,177,172 | 77, 701, 285 
| 
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Tas.E II.—Estimated cost of school housing at State and building area and cost 
allowances for estimated enrollment increases 


| 
Estimated cost to | Estimated | Estimated 


| 
Net 1954 | house increase | cost cover- entitlement 


projected | ed by net for build- 
County entitle- | projected ‘ings already 
ment | Dueto Dueto | entitle- (constructed 
| graduation | new houses | ment by district 
a) (2 (3) | (4) | (5) (6) (7 
Adelinto San Bernadino $13,756 | $149, 150 | $13, 756, 
Alameda Unified Alameda 4,874,624 | 1,296,000 | $289, 567 1, 585, 567 $3, 284, 
Alamitos Orange 18, 486 59,850 | 18, 7 
Arcade Sacramento | A71, 320 | 706, 800 | 762, 720 571, 33 
Arden-Carmichael do 395, 140 | 700,150 1, 144, O80 
Atascadero. San Luis Obispo. 21, 886 21 
Barstow .....| San Bernadino 2, 947 | 29, 
Barstow Unified High do 30, 425 334, 899 is 30, 
Schoo] | 
Bellflower _- Los Angeles 443, 734 | 1,051,650 443, 734 
Benicia Unified Solano 634,805 | 268, 000 192, 713 | 460, 713 174, 182 
Berkeley Unified. Alameda 1,862, 138 | 1, 688,000 1, O88, 000 174, 138 
Cajon Valley San Diego 3 | 416,100 | 315, 483 
Cardiff sk do 792 | kt Ree 6, 650 15, 142 
Carlsbad do _. 161, 500 ak 73, 451 
Castro Valley Alameda | 427, 500 | 33, A388 ; 
Chula Vista = San Diego 602, 300 | : #802, 300 631, 147 
Churntown Shasta | 33, 250 ne 33, 250 54, 581 
Coronado Unified San Diego | 50Y, 000 5 | 509, WOO 481, 587 
Costa Mesa Orange 345, 80K) 21, 5ST 
San Bernadino | 38, 000 160, 778 
Decoto. Alameda 167, 200 : 99, 046 
Del Paso Heights Sacramento 83, 600 | ; 83, 600 223, 358 
Elder Creek. ........- | * | 73, 150 34, 34s 
Encinitas _____- San Diego | 4,472 
Escondido Unified _ do 4, 245 4, 245 
High School. | | 
Fair Oaks Sacramento 133, 373 | 300 63, 073 
Gallatin ......| Los Angeles....... 30, 734 
Grant agua High | Sacramento | 901, 634 1, 029, 749 | 337, 529 901, 634 Sat et 
School. 
Grossmont Unified | San Diego 208,681 | 1,131,273 | 
High School. | | 
High School. | | 
Hoopa Valley Unified.) Humboldt 44, 833 9,000 35, 833 
| 472, 727 203, 300 228, 816 432,116, 40, 611 
Indian Wells Valley__| Kern | 278, 770 96, 900 181, 870 
26, 446 | 20, 900 5, 546 
ey. 
Livermore 608 163, 400 163, 400 | 129, 208 
Unified High | Santa Barbara 273, 263 | 77. 792 195, 471 
School. } | 
Long Beach Unified Los Angeles ______ 7. 632, 915 7, 808, 000 | 12,359,677 | 7,632,915 ..._...____. 
Lynwood Unified S18, 498 636, 000 182, 498 
Manhattan | 103, 466 103, 466 
Manteca........-... San Joaquin... 189, 736 152, 950 36, 786 
70, 701 8, 550 |...... | 8, 550 62, 151 
Riverside 397, 329 81, 700 674, 520 
Mitchell. Merced 313, 509 271, 700 | 200, 222 | 
Reeve... ...-........ | Kern___- 110, 392 33, 250 | 33, 250 | 77, 142 
Monterey .............| Monterey_........ | 807,622 | 1,012, 700 409, 013 ; 
Unified |..... | 272 363, 906 363, 906 37, 366 
High School. | 
Diablo Uni- | Contra Costa 1,265,767 | 2, 548, 000 
fied. | 
Mount George. ____- 2, 799 
592, 699 179, 900 412, 799 
Napa Unified High __._- do. - _| 187, 990 187, 990 |_.........-- 
School. | 
National City--...._. San Diego.__.._-.. 1, 024, 094 | 500, 650 528, 444 
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{ Tape II.—Estimated cost of school housing at State and building area and cost 
, allowances for estimated enrollment increases—Continued 
i Estimated cost to Estimated Estimated 
Net 1954 } house increase cost cover- entitlement 
District County projected ed by net for build- 
ue to entitle- constructec 
| graduation | new houses ment by prherany 
(1) | (2) | @ | @ (5) (6) 7) 
| | 
North Sacramento_...| Sacramento _____- 1, 084, 7: 528, 200 269, 942 798, 142 | 286, 580 
| Los Angeles... 387, 434 | 1, 268, 250 387, 434 
Oceanside-Carlsbad | San Diego 291, 77 90, 039 
High School. 
1, 114, 312 332, 500 |... 781, 812 
Orangevale... Sacramento. 251, 288 52, 250 |__.... 199, 038 
Santa Barbara 14, 257 114, 590 
Oxnard... 967, 582 741, 950 
Sacramento. .__- 92, 006 79, 800 | 12. 206 
Pacific Monterey 251, 450 315, 000 
Palmdale --.--- -- Los Angeles____- 9, 975 85,500 | 040 9, 975 
Palos 11, 693 188, 100 | | 11, 693 |. 
Paramount. do é 737, 247 460, 750 |. 60, 497 
Paso Robles +e San Luis Obispo 179, 538 130, 150 oe 150 = oa 
Paso Robles Unified 225 93, 614 82. 295 | 
Pittsburg. Contra Costa _- 258, 883 355, 000 527, 220 258, 883 |____ 
Pleasanton -- Alameda 493, 522 158, 800 155, 800 337, 722 
San Bernadino __- 3, 936 3, 936 | 
a rae San Diego 40, 638 38, 950 38, 950 1, 688 
Richmond. Contra Costa. _- 7,021,029 | 2,770,200 | 3,035, 340 | 5,805,540} 1,21 5. 489 
Richmond Unified 1, 098, 497 | 2, 693,696 |... 
High School. | 
Rio Linda. Sacramento. ____- 647, 535 201, 400 607, 068 | 647, 535 
Riverside _- 1, 098, 912 928, 150 829,752 | 1,098,912 |____. 
Riverside Unified|... 206, 1,156, OW |... ......0..) 
High School. 
..| Sacramento. ____. 448, 940 | 161, 500 
Contra Costa___- 691, 413 212,800 212) 800 
Sacramento Unified___| Sacramento 1, 797, 744 | 1, 837, 000 | 1,707, 744 
San Bernardino San Bernardino 1, 475, 476 1, 824, 000 | 1,475, 476 
3 San Bernardino High |_____ 189,644 | 1,524,186 |_____ |" 189 
4 School. 
San Clemente 6, 931 60, 800 6,931 
i San Diego Unified..__| San Diego _.______ 12, 727,807 | 8, 599,000 | 6, 691,068 | 12, 727, 807 
~ Uni | San Francisco.....| 2,354,665 | 2.354) 665 
ed, 
81, O81 194, 750 915, 264 | 81, O81 
San Juan Unified | Sacramento. ____- 19, 603 
San Miguel __-_____-- San Luis Obispo 13, 254 td ee | 13, 254 | 
San Contra Costa. ___ 228, 227 228, 227 
Santa Santa Barbara___ 213, 445 334,400 913, 445 |. 
Santa Ventura. ......... 108, 382 104, 500 194, 500 | 3, 882 
f Sausalito. | 77,400 | «679, 845 
Imperial... 101, 121 35, 150 | 65, 971 
147, 031 55, 100 91, 931 
South Bay_______- San Diego. 99,049 | 303,050 99, 049 | 
Southern Kern Kern... ________ 5, 741 18, 050 
South Sacramento____| Sacramento. 170, 709 184, 300 } 170, 709 |. 
Stockton Unified. San Joaquin. 556, 574 | 2,560,000} 848, 044 556.574 
Santa 37, 230 419,900 | 1, 052, 554 237, 230 
Sweetwater Unified | San Diego 690, 326 | 1,119,407 
‘ High School. 
Torrance Unified. ____ Los Angeles 7, 1, 270,000 | 2, 934, 680 | 1, 507, O88 |----= 
Vaca Valley. __....... Solano 169, 100 171, 612 
Vallejo Unified. 2, 522, 000 580, 398 | 3,102,398 | 2, 278, 938 
School. 
Vista Unified. | San Diego_________ 281,486 | 267,000 267, 000 | 14, 486 
San Bernardino...| 154,883 | 11, 400 11,400 143, 483 
| 
| 77, 701, 285 | 75,770,336 | 36,776,351 65, O88, 656 14, 733, 066 
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Appenpix A.—California districts where Public Law 874 funds are 10 percent or more 


of total current expenditures 


Entitlement anc 
195 


Public | penditures | expendi- 


Proj- — 
ect District 
No. Net en- 
titlement | 
under 
Law 874 


2 Hueneme Elemen- 


tary $22, 264 | 
5 Folsom Unified 46, 303 
16 Coronada Unified 111, 183 
18 | Shurtleff Elemen- | 
10, 


tary. 
Linda Elemen- 


lary 
27. Unified 
31. Herlong Elemen- 


tary 57, 324 | Sl, 
35 | Alameda Unified. | 405, 783 | 2, 55 
42 | Oceanside-Libby | 
Flementary 83, 259 
43 | China Lake Ele- 
mentary 241,550 | 


53 Sausalito Elemen- 


tary | 41,611 
57. Fairfield Elemen- 

tary 18, 639 
59 National Flemen- 

tary. 76, 998 | 
75 Benicia Unified 101, 800 


76) Midland Elemen- 


tary 
79) Crystal Elem- 


tary. 39, SO8 
«Indian Wells Fle- 

mentary 15, 756 | 
97 Adelanto Elemen- 

tary 20, 
101 | Daggett Elemen- | 

tary 10, 783 | 
103. Bayshore Elemen- } 

tary 18, 631 | 


105 | San Diego Unified 1,810,017 | 15, 34, 


131 Mitchell Elemen- 


tary 19, 680 | 
135 Pleasanton Ele- | 

mentary 16, 539 | 
157 | Muroe Elementary 38, 753 | 
161. Rio Element: ry 7, 281 | 
163 Rodeo | 33, 991 


207 | Sen Jose Elen en- 


tary 22, 625 
259 «Bird Flot Elemen- 

tary | 829 | 
230 “San Joaquin Ele- 

mentary 14, 746 | 
311 | Stockton Unified 93, 550 
329 «Friant Elementary 3, O41 


Chairman McConne i. The next witness is Mr. William H. Moore, 
coordinator of Federal programs for education, Arkansas State Depart- 
ment of Education, Little Rock, Ark. 


Average 
1951-52, federally connected 
average daily attendance to 
1951-52 


Total 
average 
daily at- 
tendance | 
1951-52 | 


510 


51, 079 


595 


1, 185 


314, 
22 


254 
20,875 


89 


expenditures, 
“52 | Percent 
federally 
be | average 
Pereent of 3 daily at- 
Total cur- total tendance 
age daily age daily 
rent ox- current attend. attend. | 1951-52 
ance ance ‘| 
| 1951-62 | 1951-52 
| 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 3) | @ 
| 
$189, 927 IL. 783 93 307 | 51.1 
34S, IS 13. 1,013 | 136 398 52.7 
551, 127 20. 1,970 4125 846 | 63.8 
70,841 | 15.5 349 43 208 | 71.9 
270, 802 | 10.4 1,416 631 44.6 
509 | 37.8 627 | 622 | 99.2 ‘ 
185 15.9) 9, 560 2.009) 2,450 46.6 
| 
756 | 184) 2,008 | 496 55.4 
| 
380 | 50.3 1,548 | 1,548 | 100.0 
| | 
371, 974 | 11:2 1, 460 | 327 700 70.3 
50, 442 31.4 | 742 100 | 276 | 50.7 
706, 900 | 10.9 3, 656 3811, 051 39. 2 
362, 447 | 28.1 1, 544 438 | 693 73.3 
| 
16, 917 124, 632 | 13.6 584 115 | 218 57.0 
108,922 36.5) 618 | 410 81 79.6 
152, 448 | 10.3 630 | 342 | 54.3 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. MOORE, COORDINATOR OF FEDERAL 
PROGRAMS FOR EDUCATION, ARKANSAS STATE DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION, LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, I presented to the chief clerk, Mr. 
Graham, just before the opening of your committee hearing, copies 
of my proposed statement. 

Chairman McConne vt. I* assume we will have them here in a 
minute or two. We have the statement, so proceed. 

Mr. Moore. With the permission of the chairman, | would like to 
read the statement and then make some comments. 

I am William H. Moore, coordinator of Federal programs, Arkan- 
sas State Department of Education, Little Rock, Ark. I desire to 
compliment the Congress and especially the House Committee on 
Education and Labor for the splendid job that was done in, first, 
accumulating all data and information possible which might have a 
bearing upon the problems confronting local school districts through- 
out the country as a result of Federal Government activity in their 
immediate area, both from the standpoint of providing adequate 
school housing and an instructional program in keeping with the 
instructional program of similar districts which are in the same State 
and have not been affected by Federal Government activities; and, 
second, for writing legislation designed to meet the Federal Govern- 
ment’s responsibility in these affected school districts. 

1 am sure | express the opinion of all of the superintendents of 
affected school districts in Arkansas, and certainly of the Arkansas 
State Department of Education, when | say that this legislation— 
that is, Public Laws 815 and 874—represents a basic philosophy of 
Government responsibility which is sound and just; that the laws are 
workable is evidenced by the fact that assistance has been rendered 
to affected schools for a period of 3 years in a reasonably satisfactory 
manner. 

I could spend several hours reciting facts and data to justify the 
basic provisions of the existing statutes; however, this has been done 
ina most admirable way in previous hearings. So, with the permission 
of the committee, I shall try to confine my remarks to the problems 
under consideration by this committee; that is, the need for extending 
and modifying Public Laws 815 and 874. 

First, | shall confine my remarks to Public Law 815 and, second, to 
Public Law 874. 


PUBLIC LAW 815 


The construction of school facilities under the provisions of Public 
Law 815 has proved entirely satisfactory in Arkansas, except in those 
districts which have experienced a substantial impact since Korea, 
and except for the fact that, as a result of Korea, the United States 
Commissioner of Education has had to limit construction of school 
facilities to minimum facilities, rather than complete facilieies as 
contemplated by the Congress, and except further for the fact that 
a number of districts used their own money to build minimum facil- 
ities, expecting to be able to use their Federal entitlement under 
Publie Law 815 to complete the construction of complete facilities; 
and except for a few districts which im good faith went ahead and 
built facilities expecting to secure reimbursements under Public Law 
34851—53——15 
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815. This, of course, has not been possible under the limitations. 
placed upon appropriations by the Congress. 

At this point I would like to make this insertion in the record: 
That we have unpaid applications on file with the United States 
Office of Education, supported by both the entitlement application 
form and the construction application form, in the amount of $728,000. 
We have two applications for reimbursement where the school dis- 
tricts concerned went ahead and spert their own money, issuing 
bonds to build and house federally connected children, in the amount 
of $147,000, making a total of $875,000 in round numbers. 

The moral obligation of the Federal Government to these districts 
is one that I am sure this committee and the Congress will give due 
consideration. 

With the expiration on June 30, 1952, of the period during which 
a district could qualify for assistance under the provisions of Publie 
Law 815, a number of districts have been confronted with serious 
problems brought about by increased enrollments, resulting from 
increased and/or new Federal Government activity in the areas 
concerned since June 30, 1952. 

The ability of some districts to meet the additional 5 percent of 
the cost of providing complete school facilities required on section 
202 (a) and 30 percent required on section 202 (b) cases has, in 
many instances, been seriously impaired, or completely used up in 
trving to provide minimum facilities for children now on hand. As 
an indication of this fact, I would point out that for Arkansas, as a 
whole, our school districts have a bonded debt of $62,645,457, which 
is 7.8 percent of the total existing valuation of all property assessed 
in the State; that the average millage levied for school purposes in 
the State is 33.4 mills, of which 12.8 mills is earmarked for debt 
service, and 20.6 for maintenance and operation. 

Mr. Baitey. Is that debt service for the schools? 

Mr. Moorr. Yes. May I say at this point that we in the State 
department of education do not believe it is sound for any school 
district to earmark more than 25 percent of their local millage levy 
for debt service, and our State average is over 30 percent. We have 
had to do that in order to provide minimum facilities. 

The average for the 46 school districts in Arkansas which have 
qualified for assistance under either 815, 874, or both would be com- 
parable and, I believe, some higher than the State average. I am 
sorry I do not have the exact data for these schools, but if it is desired 
I will provide it for the record. 

It is noted here that the percentage established by the formulas in 
Public Law 815 appear to provide the minimum amounts required 
from the Federal Government, if affected districts are to be able to 
provide facilities in keeping with other school districts which have 
not had any Federal Government impact. I am sure the Congress 
would not want conditions of dissatisfaction and unrest to develop 
among the personnel of the military or defense workers because of 
unsuitable school facilities available to the children of these people. 
I would like to recommend for the consideration of this committee 
the following things: 

(1) That Public Law 815 be extended so as to make possible appro- 
priations by the Congress necessary to meet the unpaid obligations 
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of the Federal Government to local school districts which have quali- 
fied under any of the provisions of the original law. 

(2) That the provisions of Public Law 815 be extended to take 
care of new Federal Government impacts in local school districts; 
that is, impacts that have occurred since June 30, 1952. 

(3) That the same formulas set out in Public Law 815 be used in 
determining payments to local school districts. 

(4) That no new requirements for eligibility be established, but 
that any and all districts be required to establish eligibility as a 
result of new impacts resulting from Federal Government activity, 
which has been experienced since June 30, 1952, or will be experienced 
before June 30, 1956. 

(5) That the United States Commissioner of Education be given 
authority to establish entitlements and authorize construction of 
needed facilities on a basis of anticipated increased enrollments to 
be experienced by local districts resulting from planned, programed 
Federal Government activity, so that school facilities may be avail- 
able at the local district level at the time children show up for en- 
rollment. 

(6) That provisions be made whereby the Federal Government 
will assume responsibility for that portion of the bonded debt of 
local school districts that is rightfully chargeable against real prop- 
erty acquired by the Federal Government, located in said districts, 
at the time of Government acquisition. 

With the permission of the chairman, I would like to go back to 
(5) and make this statement: That under Public Law 815, as it has 
operated, it has been impossible to have facilities available at the 
time the children show up for school without building those schools 
with district funds available. This has created a serious difficulty 
in those districts that are and have been experiencing immediate 
impacts. I use as an example the situation which we expect to de- 
velop in the next vear where an airbase has been authorized to be 
constructed at Jacksonville. We do not know exactly how many 
children will be brought into the area by the construction of this base. 
We do know there are no facilities now to take care of them, and the 
school authorities do not have the borrowing ability to borrow funds 
to build them. 

I want the record to show that we, in the Arkansas State Depart- 
ment of Education, feel that the United States Office of Education has 
done a good job of administering the program under Public Law 815, 
and that we commend the Congress for channeling this assistance 
program to local school districts through regularly established edu- 
cational channels. 1 cannot emphasize that too greatly. As you 
gentlemen know, programs initiated during World War IL were not 
channeled through regularly established educational channels. We 
do not think they were handled as effectively and as efliciently as under 
the present program. 

Mr. Bartey. Under your No. 4 proposal, do we understand you are 
suggesting that the life of this legislation be extended 3 years? 

Mr. Moore. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, as you know, we are 
approaching the end of fiscal 1953 awfully close; and, if we do not 
extend this legislation to at least 1956, | do not see how you can 
possibly program and plan the housing for the influx of children that 
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we think, from the information released by military establishments and 
through the press, will occur in that period. 

Chairman McConneti. How are you affected on’ the June 30 
deadline? 

Mr. Moore. That will not affect us too seriously. 

Are there other questions about Public Law 815 before I leave it? 

I would like to mention one other item in connection with item (6) 
on page 4. It is the practice of the Government, when they acquire 
property, to pay the property owners for the property and the improve- 
ments thereon. A school district which issues bonds for schoolhouse- 
construction purposes bonds the entire taxable wealth of the district, 
including the real property, and levies millage accordingly. When 
the Government takes over 25 percent of the wealth represented in 
taxes, that forces the rest of the property in the district to carry 100 
percent of that bond issue. In one particular instance in our State 
the Charleston School District, when Camp Chaffee was activated 
during World War II, the Government took over 37 percent of the 
assessed wealth of that school district. That school district had an 
outstanding bond issue financed over a 20-year period. Eighteen 
years of payments remained. After the acquisition of the area by the 
Government, it was necessary for the school district to refinance those 
bonds; and, instead of paying them off in 18 years, it extended the time 
to 40 years, and as a result they are paying 193 percent of the bond 
issue in principal and interest. 

Mr. BarpEen. Mansfield bonds? 

Mr. Moore. Commercial building bonds. We do not think that 
condition should be allowed to prevail. 

Mr. Bartey. To what extent does that condition prevail? 

Mr. Moore. It prevails in accordance with the percentage of the 
assessed wealth that the Government takes over. In Public Law 874 
you attempted to take care of that with section 2, which has worked 
very satisfactorily for maintenance and operation. 

Mr. Battery. I believe the new version of that law contemplates 
deleting that section. May I ask the information of Mr. Lillywhite? 

Mr. Littywarte. The proposal you have before you recommends 
the deletion of section 2 on the ground explained in the transmittal 
letter. I do not know that I could commit the agency, but you may 
have a communication on our position on that section 2 before your 
hearings are concluded. We do not believe it should be eliminated. 

Mr. Bartey. That is in Public Law 874. It never has been in 
Publie Law 815. 

Mr. Lititywarre. That is right; it never has been in Public Law 815 
for this good reason: For maintenance and operation you levy your 
taxes each vear, but on construction you have a tax only when you have 
a bonded debt to pay off. So, there might be a lot of years in some 
districts where there is no tax. 

Mr. Moore. I would like to point out this one further thing which 
applies both to 815 and 874 applicants that are adjacent to State 
lines, where vou have across State lines properties involved. 

Mr. Barpen. Would you let me interrupt a minute? I was very 
much interested in your discussion of the situation where the Govern- 
ment steps in and removes a part of the collateral or security, and 
that is what the land and real estate is. The bond issue is issued 
and it is bonded on that real estate that cannot be moved by anybody 

except the Government. 
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Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Mr. Barpen. And the Government steps in and in some instances, 
as you have pointed out, they have exceeded the 37 percent of the 
securities. 

Mr. Moore. I am sure that is true. 

Mr. Barpen. Of course the issue probably would not be resolved 
against that because the Government must have its way in securing 
property. At the same time, certainly morally, it was never antici- 
pated that the Government should step in and destroy a man’s 
security and thereby do the very thing that anybody is prohibited 
from doing, even the Government, and that is—what is the word I 
want, Mr. Lucas, the breaking up of a contract. 

Mr. Lucas. Voiding? 

Mr. Barven. Well, that is not the word, either. But anyway, 
what it does is just simply to destroy the contract because it removes 
the basis for it. It has always been interesting to me. I have even 
thought of this, that to establish the value of the real estate being 
removed from that status of a collateral status and then apportion 
the amount of the bond issue that is fastened to that land and let 
that go as a charge against the Government. That is the only fair 
way I know vou could do it where there is an outstanding bond issue. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Barden, that is what I tried to point out as an 
approach to item 6. You have stated much better than I could my 
recommendation as to the Government's approach to this problem. 
To follow further with the statement with reference to your cross- 
State-line situation —— 

Mr. Battey. Let me interrupt a moment before you leave the other 
uestion. What would be the reaction of the gentleman from North 
arolina as to a provision in the new legislation that where the Govern- 

ment acquires an amount in excess of 10 percent of the assessed valua- 
tion of any district that all additional above that 10 percent acquired 
shall be reimbursed on the basis of the taxes that would have otherwise 
been collected had the Government not acquired it? 

Mr. Barven. I see what the gentleman is moving toward. If it 
could be done, it certainly would not be anything but fair. That is 
all there is to it. Because if a bond issue of a million dollars is out- 
standing on a million acres of land and there is no other collateral or 
security for that bond issue, then it is $1 an acre assessed. Of course, 
the lien of taxes does not exist until the levy is made. So when you 
buy a piece of land you pay that vear’s taxes. But the collateral for 
the issuance of the bond is a continuing thing. That collateral re- 
mains even though the assessment is made yearly. And as it is, the 
surprising thing to me is that there has not been more pressure for 
that matter than has developed because bonding companies who 
issue and sell those bonds could very easily find themselves with 
about 10 percent of the security some time that they thought they 
had when they sold the bonds. 

Mr. Moore. May I continue? 

Mr. Ho tr (presiding). Continue, please. 

Mr. Moore. With further reference to the situations that exist 
where you have dormitory communities on one side of a State line, 
and Government installations on the opposite side of the State line, 
such as exists at Texarkana, Tex., and Texarkana, Ark., where the 
Red River Arsenal is located 9 miles across the line in Texas, under 
815 Texarkana, Ark., has had to qualify for building assistance on 
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children which came into their district as a result of the parents moving 
in there to work at Red River Arsenal under 202 (c) of Publie Law 815, 
which gives Texarkana, Ark. only 45 percent of the estimated cost of 
providing facilities in the State of Arkansas. 

While just across an imaginary line, the main street is the line, right 
in the middle of the main street is the line between Texas and Arkansas, 
Texarkana, Tex., for the same child, receives 70 percent of the esti- 
mated cost of constructing complete school facilities in Texas. 

In maintenance and operation, under 874, it has been necessary for 
Texarkana, Ark., to qualify its children under 4 (a) if they received 
any assistance on current impact, while just across the line Texarkana, 
Tex., could qualify under section 3 (a) or (b) of the act as the case 
might be. We do not think that is a fair proposition. 

We think that something should be done to eliminate the State-line 
barrier, where it exists in cases of this kind. 


PUBLIC LAW 874 


The basic philosophy of Federal Government responsibility in local 
school districts where activities of the Federal Government has re- 
sulted in a financial burden being placed upon the local district is 
sound, and one to which all public education must subscribe. 

This philosophy, as set out in sections 2, 3, and 4 of Public Law 874 
and the resulting benefits therefrom, has made it possible for many 
affected school districts to maintain programs of elementary and 
secondary education at a level comparable with similar districts not 
so affected in the same State. 

The chief inequity existing in the present legislation appears to be 
in the formula for determining the amount of payment a local district 
is entitled to receive for such eligible federally connected child. 

This formula for section 3 cases limits the amount of payment that 
a local district can receive to an amount equal to the local contribution 
rate in the most nearly comparable school districts within the same 
State for each child whose parent lives on and works on Government 
property; to one-half this rate for each child whose parent lives off 
and works on Federal Government property, or lives on and works 
off Federal Government property. 

It is a matter of record and common knowledge that the most needy 
States are, in general, those States which have relatively high State 
aid assistance programs and low local-assistance programs. 

This condition has resulted in a penalty to educational programs 
as a whole in the States with low local contribution rates, and a gra- 
tuity to those States with high local contribution rates. 

I would not say that any payment has been too high under the 
present formulas; however, I do say that the differential, under present 
conditions, is no criteria to the actual cost of providing a reasonable 
level of education in the respective States. 

Mr. Baitey. Will the gentleman suggest a ceiling and a floor? 

Mr. Moore. I will do that in just a minute, Mr. Bailey, if you will 
allow. Who would be so bold as to say that the responsibility of the 
Federal Government for helping to provide an adequate program of 
education for children qualifying under section 3 of the act is over 7 
times as great in 1 State as in another State, vet this condition actually 
exists, as will be shown in administration of Public Laws 874 and 815, 
Second Annual Report of the Commissioner of Education, dated June 


30, 1952, table 4, page 81. 
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Now, Mr. Bailey, with reference to your question: I recommend 
that a minimum amount be established which would be paid a school 
district for each section 3 (a) or 3 (b) child. It is here suggested that 
considerajion be given to making this SO percent of the national 
average. 

Mr. Battey. Well, that is an idea. What about the floor? 

Mr. Moors. That was recommended as the floor. 

Mr. Baitey. But vou establish one definite standard as representing 
80 percent of the national and pay that to all districts, is that your 
proposal? 

Mr. Moors. No, sir; | would not place any ceiling on it, Mr. Bailey, 
for this reason; it is recognized that school districts which have high 
local contribution rates must have enough money to make it possible 
for them to educate federally connected children, whether that money 
comes from State, local, the Federal Government, or all three. They 
must have it. In an exceptionally high local contribution rate State, 
in order to maintain the level of education that is maintained in other 
comparable school districts, their payment must be comparable for 
each section 3 (a) child, at least one-half of that amount for each see- 
tion 3 (b) child, in my opinion. However, the converse in those 
States with low local contribution rates, wherein we have high State- 
aid programs, the State itself is actually being penalized because the 
payment that is made by the State in lieu of the local revenue is being 
charg@@d against that local district out there, and conversely, against 
the State as a whole. 

Mr. Battery. I believe that has been testimony offered to the com- 
mittee to indicate a maximum payment in the State of Illinois as 
$244, plus a minimum in the State of North Carolina of $37.28, as 
the local contribution to the cost of education. 

Mr. Moore. I believe that is a part of the record that the Congress- 
man has in front of him. 

Mr. Batnny. I stand corrected. The lowest State, I think, is New 
Mexico with $34 plus. 

Mr. Moorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Barpen. I probably should not repeat this in the record, but 
it nevertheless is the truth, that while the State contributes money 
down there, they first come down and take the money out by a 5 per- 
cent sales tax, take it to Raleigh and then send it back. 

Mr. Moors. That is right. We do the same thing, Congressman. 

Mr. Barpen. They pay it but they do not get credit for it. 

Mr. Moore. I am sure this committee will give this condition due 
consideration in formulating any proposed amendments to the existing 
laws. 

It is recognized that the administration of any assistance law is an 
arduous task and that often administrative details are instigated for 
the supposed protection of the Federal Government. It is recognized 
that a certain amount of this type of control is not only desirable, but 
necessary, if the Federal Government’s interests are to be properly 
protected. 

It is herein noted, however, that as more administrative discretion 
is assigned to the Commissioner of Education, the more administra- 
tive detail to be expected and the greater the administrative costs. 
This in my opinion is that inevitable result if some of the amendments 
contained in S. 1597, which have been referred to, are adopted. 
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It is suggested that specific responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment be spelled out in simple language, and that this be reduced to 
the simplest formulae possible in any new legislation or amendments. 

It is the stated policy of the Congress (see section 6, Public Law 
874) that in the administration of Public Law 874 neither the Com- 
missioner of Education, department, agency, nor employee of the 
United States shall exercise any direction, supervision, or control over 
the personnel curricula or program of instruction of any school or 
school system of any local or State educational agency; and I feel 
confident this committee will see that this principle is not abrogated. 

With the exceptions above noted and with the precautions indi- 
cated, it is believed that a sound approach has been made to the 
Federal Government’s responsibility to local school districts, in the 
providing of financial assistance with respect to operating expenses 
of those local school districts upon which Federal activities have placed, 
or will place, a burden. 

The proposed amendments to Public Law 874 in S. 1597 would have 
such far reaching effects that it is questionable whether the law could 
be equitably administered. These amendments in general would vest 
in the office of the Commissioner of Education authority which could 
be used to influence the trend of educational programs in local school 
districts. 

Mr. Barpen. Then I take it that you are in perfect agreement with 
me so far as the Office of the Commissioner of Education is concérned, 
and that is that we should still stick to the policy that he should not 
exercise any jurisdiction whatever over the curriculum, the teachers, 
the operation, the policies, or anything else of the local school districts. 

Mr. Moore. I certainly do. 

Mr. Barpren. And he should deal at arm’s length with them in 
order to give the greatest amount of freedom to the operation of the 
publie school system in this country. 

Now, carrying that a little further, you read correctly the quotation 
in there which said he should not exercise any authority and so forth, 
but you jumped the widest ditch. You did not see the provision in 
there where it gives him the authority to run, and not only authority 
but the responsibility of running units of the public school on base. 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Congressman, we do not necessarily consider 
those public schools in our State. 

Mr. Barpen. Do we not have to consider them public schools? 
And the law says he must run them comparable to the public schools. 

Mr. Moore. The established State educational agency and local 
school district have no authority over the operation of those schools 
that you refer to. 

‘ ‘iad Barven. They could have, if they would accept the responsi- 
ility. 

Mr. Moore. That is right. 

Mr. Barpren. Now, here is the thing that disturbs me: We leave 
that provision in there and the State says “No, I don’t care to get 
tangled up with the commanding general.” The local authority says 
“Oh, no, we are not going in there because he is head man in there. 
We are not going to operate it.” And then the general might say or 
the commanding officer might say, “I am not a school man and I am 
— going to be charged with the responsibility of operating that 
school.” 

At that point, the Commissioner of Education would be in the school 
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business. And it is wrong. I am bitterly opposed to the first step 
in the direction of a Federal bureau in Washington operating units of 
the public school system. 

Mr. Moore. You and I are in accord with that philosophy. Some 
discretionary authority is required and necessary, but certainly not 
to the extent proposed in these amendments. 

Attention is directed to page 2, lines 2 through lines 25; page 4, 
lines 15 through 23; page 6, line 4; page 7, line 12— 

Mr. BatLey. Stop right at that point. You suggest that the com- 
mittee rewrite that provision of the new law, do you? 

Mr. Moorr. I do sir. 

Mr. Battey. Now go ahead. 

Mr. Moore. Your particular attention is directed to the powers 
that would be vested in the Office of the Commissioner in the afore- 
listed citations. Now, please, I don’t want to be misunderstood, 
gentlemen, | have the utmost confidence in the Office of Education, 
Acting Commissioner Dr. Grigsby, Mr. Lillywhite, and others. I am 
sure they would do the best job possible; but, please, gentlemen, may 
I ask, is it the good sense of this committee to vest so much authority 
in any one man, authority to deal with the most precious, God-given 
American right of our children—their education? I don’t believe it is. 

It appears that an objective approach would be much sounder, and 
in keeping with the American tradition of local control of local school 
programs in local school districts. 

Embodied in these proposed amendments are changes which would 
have far reaching effects on local school programs. One of these is the 
absorption of federally connected children by local school districts; the 
number to be absorbed would be 3 percent of the nonfederally con- 
nected children in each district qualifying for assistance under section 3 
of the act. 

This appears to be a new approach to determining the local district’s, 
the State’s and Federal Government’s responsibility in providing pro- 
grams of education for federally connected children. 

Mr. Battery. To say that any local district must ever absorb any 
of the section 3 (a) children is unsound, for if we accept the premise 
that section 3 payments are made in lieu of local taxes, for the section 
3 (a) child is never supported by a dollar’s worth of taxable property 
in the district in which he resides—his home is federally owned, the 
property on which his parent or guardian works is federally owned, 
none of which can be taxed locally for school purposes. 

The same is true in a proportionate lesser degree for the 3 (b) child 
whose parents live on and work off Federal property, or live off and 
work on Federal property. In the first instance, the home is not 
taxable, but the end product of the parent’s or guardian’s labor may 
be; or in the second instance, the home is taxable, but the end product 
of the parent or guardian is not. 

Under the proposed amendments, it is next to impossible to project, 
with complete accuracy, the effect of this absorption feature on the 

ayment to a school district qualifying under section 3 of the act; 
owever, by using current data, it is possible to estimate the effect 
on payments to local school districts for the school year 1953-54. 
This has been done for all the 46 school districts in Arkansas which have 
qualified for assistance under Public Law 874 during the current school 
year 1952-53, and is attached as exhibit A. 
(The exhibit referred to is as follows:) 


226 ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


‘RESER 
ot 


2 
= 


09 


Of (069 
$6 080 
LU ‘1 
1g 


£6 


a 


— 


= 


ooo 


- 


N 


2 © 


L-noABY 


uojdwey 


unoyED 


ag “des 


II ‘Joo — 
6 | -daosqe 
| -MOTIE SRE 
jo 
| | 

| | 


ap 


OT ‘joo 


| 40q 


@) 


‘des | 


VaV 


jo 


fo ag 40/puv qg—vg *svas sapun spooyos spsuvysp fo Q puv yy uo fo fo sjaffa THX 


| eve er 
| 
| = ' 
' 
| 
| 
_| 
= 
| — 

Ss 3 | one 
_ | 

eos 
<3 | 

<. | ooo 

Ava | 

| 
= 

} ~ 
| ie 

| es 


N 
< 
= 
a 
= 
>) 
= 
4 
= 
Z 


0g 


16 ‘920° 81 06 
61 
00 “bg 


Ge Z 


029 ‘OL 


JOU Z “OOS ¢ 


| 
| 
| 


“Vp sopun ¢ 
ON 1 


usw 

ag 

utp! 


| 

| 

| 

= 

SASSSE-R 
a 
SSESES | 
S2ERS 
< | 

| 

25223 | 

Ne 

lus | 
| | 

} 
| 

| 

| 
| «& 
cs 
5 
| 
: 
' 

j 
| 


22S ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


Mr. Moore. It is noted here that the total estimated loss of 
$269,175.37 is approximately 30 percent of the total estimated entitle- 
ments of $898,754 for these schools for the 1952-53 school year. 
When the estimated total section 4 payments of $322,995 is sub- 
tracted from the total of $898,754, we get a remainder of $575,759 as 
the estimated section 3 entitlement for current year; and $269,175.37, 
the estimated section 3 absorption is approximately 46.7 percent of 
this total estimated section 3 entitlement. 

This is very drastic, and would seriously affect the instructional 
programs in all affected schools. 

It is indeed questionable whether savings to the Federal Govern- 
ment should be made that will so seriously affect the effectiveness of 
established educational programs -programs of education so essential 
to the continuance of our American way of life, for truly, education 
is the cornerstone, the very foundation upon which our continued 
democratic form of government. rests. 

Mr. Battey. Would vou say that attempts to void the Government 
responsibility, for causing the impact? 

Mr. Moore. To me, it appears to be that. 

Mr. Kearns (presiding). Mr. Holt, any questions? 

Mr. Hour. No questions. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Barden? 

Mr. Barpren. No questions. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Bailey? 

Mr. Bainey. I want to thank the gentleman for the breakdown he 
has given us. It will be helpful, I am sure. 

Mr. Moors. Mav I express my appreciation to the committee for 
the opportunity of appearing before them. 

Mr. Kearns. We are very glad to have heard you. 

In order to expedite the program for today, we are going to hear 
next from Mr. Throckmorton, superintendent of schools, Topeka, 
Kans. 

Mr. Kampschroeder is going to testify instead of Mr. Throck- 
morton. Will vou identify yourself to the reporter and committee. 
You may proceed and either read your testimony or summarize it. 


STATEMENT OF W. C. KAMPSCHROEDER, DIRECTOR OF SCHOOL 
FACILITIES SERVICES, KANSAS STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
INSTRUCTION, TOPEKA, KANS. 


Mr. Kampscuroeper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members 
of the subcommittee. If it meets the pleasure of the committee, I 
will read my statement. 

Mr. Kearns. There is no objection. 

Mr. Kampscurorper. My name is W. C. Kampschroeder. I am 
serving at the present time as director of school facilities and services, 
Kansas State Department of Public Instruction, Topeka. I was 
pleased to be invited to appear before this special subcommittee of 
the Committee on Education and Labor. It is a real privilege to 
have an opportunity to present some opinions and facts with refer- 
ence to the problem of determining the need for extending and modi- 
fying Public Laws 815 and 874. One of my duties in the Kansas 
State Department of Public Instruction is to look after the educa- 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 229 


tional and financial interests of all schools in Kansas that are appli- 
cants for Federal assistance funds under title Il of Public Laws 815 
and 874. I have had the privilege of working with these schools for 
the past 2 years. These laws have now been in operation for 3 
school years. 

First of all, it can be said that the operation of Public Laws 815 
and 874 has been well received by Kansas school boards and school 
administrators. There has been some valid criticism that has come to 
my attention during the past 2 vears. This was due to the fact that 
the provisions of these statutes did not meet the real need for a specific 
school district. Of course, it should be pointed out that it is a most 
difficult task for a committee to prepare legislation in the area of 
education because we have 48 separate and distinct school systems in 
America plus the Territories of the United States. Individual mem- 
bers as well as the whole committee on Education and Labor of the 
8lst Congress certainly deserve high praise and commendation for 
the aaa philosophy developed in Public Laws 815 and 874. We 
are especially pleased to observe that most of the members of this 
subcommittee had much to do with developing the original legislation. 
So far as Kansas is concerned, there is need for little change in these 
basic statutes. 

Federal assistance for schoolhouse construction in Kansas wider 
Public Law 815 has been granted to 26 school distriets for a total of 
$5,920,414. Our greatest problem came about due to the fact that 
average daily attendance of pupils was the requirement for establishing 
the need for additional school facilities. There was no method under 
the law by which advance estimates could be made for impacts that 
would arise because of Federal activities. Therefore, several of our 
school districts are experiencing delays of 1 to 2 years in providing 
needed school facilities. These pupils are being housed in makeshift 
quarters which are far from being satisfactory. 

As you know, Public Law 815 expired June 30, 1952, with all pupil 
facts frozen as of that date. Housing developments already scheduled 
and not completed and housing developments authorized by sanctions 
of Federal agencies caused our most serious problems which could not 
be met by any agency of Government—that is, Federal, State, or the 
local school district. Two of our school districts illustrate this 
problem. 

The first district to which 1 make reference is the Derby School 
District, immediately south of Wichita. This is one of the school 
districts cited by Mrs. Hobby, head of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, on June 3, as indicating the type of school 
situation that deserved immediate attention. Derby had a total 
school enrollment of 441 pupils as of May 1952. In September 1952 
the number of students had increased to 919; and by May 1953 the 
number increased to 1,477, which is an increase of 1,036 pupils in 1 
school year, beginning with 441 the year before. The law expired 
June 30, 1952, with no provisions to assist the Derby School District. 
The housing project in the Derby School District is known as the 
Oaklawn addition with approximately 1,100 houses constructed ex- 
pressly for persons who would be employed on Federal property or by 
firms directly connected with defense activities of the United States. 
The school board at Derby solved the school housing problem tempo- 
rarily by renting 23 dwellings at a rental cost of $79 per month plus 
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utilities such as lights and gas. Superintendent Paul B. Cooper has 
informed me that the Derby School Board has made plans to rent 26 
dwellings for this next school year. In addition to the number of 
children housed in rented dwellings, 125 seventh- and eighth-grade 
pupils were transported last year to Derby plus approximately 135 
high-school students. 

The need for school facilities at Derby would require at least 2 
elementary school buildings housing grades 1 to 8 with 14 classrooms 
each. This would take care of the impact that occurred during the 
1952-53 school year which has just been completed. A conservative 
estimate, which has been prepared for my testimony, indicates that 
there will be at least 235 more houses completed in the Derby School 
District next year. This means that there will be approximately 175 
more children, which will require an additional 6 classrooms to take 
care of the impact for the 1953-54 school year. 

Another good example is the Avondale School District, immediately 
south of Topeka, Kans. The Avondale School District had a member- 
ship of 146 during the last 6 weeks of the 1951-52 school year. There 
were 200 enrolled during the month of September 1952. The total 
membership as of May 1953 was 526 or an increase of 380 pupils in a 
12-month period. During the 1951-52 school year, the Avondale 
School District employed 6 teachers and were using an elementary- 
school building with 4 regular classrooms and 2 makeshift classrooms 
in the basement. During the first few weeks of the 1952-53 school 
year, serious problems developed as to what could be done with the 
rapidly increasing student population. Temporary quarters were 
secured in an armory as well as holding classes in school buses. The 
school board made arrangements to secure makeshift provisions in a 
supermarket that was being erected close by the elementary-school 
building. The makeshift building and basement became available 
in January 1953. Twelve temporary classrooms were made available 
by dividing the large floor area by nailing one-quarter-inch composition 
board to two-by-fours supporting it. Then the composition board was 
raised about 1 foot above the floor level and was opened some 6 or 7 
feet above so that the heat could circulate in and around through 
those 12 classrooms. Two additional classrooms were set up in the 
basement. 

Six weeks prior to January 1, one-half day sessions were held for 
all children in the district. The 1953 session of the Kansas Legislature 
gave some legal financial assistance to the district by authorizing 
special statute permission to issue $30,000 in emergency warrants for 
day-to-day operation and authorized a second semester payment of 
State support based upon the increased enrollment over that which 
we normally set up as of September 15. 

About 60 days ago, the Avondale School District voted a $300,000 
bond issue for the purpose of erecting 2 elementary school buildings 
with the assumption that the Federal Government would likewise 
give financial assistance. This district has bonded themselves up to 
about 10 percent of their valuation. It will be necessary to use the 
present facilities for the 1953-54 school year—the 4-room elementary 
school building and the makeshift quarters in the supermarket. 
Obviously, this district will be in need of financial assistance since 
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it will require approximately $600,000 to acquire the sites, prepare 
the sites for buildings, erect buildings, equip buildings, develop the 
site for school purposes, and professional fees and services, archi- 
tectural and legal. 

Under Public Law 815, applicant schools could request funds for 
schoolhouse construction, or they could elect to make a request for 
reimbursement. In Kansas, we have four school districts that have 
requests for reimbursement. They are as follows: Wichita, 9 projects, 
approximately $1,800,000; Mulvane, 1 project, $66,000; Maize, 1 
project, $21,840; and Andover, 1 project, $48,000. TI sincerely believe 
that reimbursement is an obligation which the Federal Government 
should meet. School districts had the right to assume that if they 
would go ahead and take care of the school housing load eventually 
the Federal Government would give assistance through reimburse- 
ment procedures, 

Wichita has certainly gone ahead with their school building pro- 
gram. Last vear their bond load was $12,828,000, which required 
4.2 mills to meet the principal and interest payments. As of July 1, 
this vear, their bonded load will be $15,822,000 with an estimated levy 
of 4.92 to meet the principal and interest obligations. It is well to 
mention that the mill levy for general operation in Wichita was 20.9 
mills last vear and their estimate at the present time for the 1953-54 
school vear is 23.4 mills. Wichita has bonded itself up to about 6 
percent of its valuation which is the legal limit for cities of the tirst 
class unless special permission is secured. 

To illustrate further, Mulvane went ahead with its school building 
program with its money so as to avoid one-half day sessions. They 
made a request for $66,000 for reimbursement. Currently this dis- 
trict has 52 percent of its pupils federally connected. Recently, they 
voted $325,000 in bonds to replace their old high-school building. 
The total bonded indebtedness is $489,000 which is 10.89 percent of 
the school district valuation of $4,522,617. Mulvane has been mak- 
ing the maximum levy for the general fund. 

It can be concluded without doubt that these districts are doing 
everything within legal limits to take care of the educational problems 
within their districts. 

The need for the continuance of Public Laws 815 and 874 may be 
best illustrated by indicating to what extent increases are noted for 
the fiscal years 1950-51, 1951-52, and 1952-53. Public Law 815 can 
be summarized thus, for Kansas. 

(Data submitted by Mr. Kampschroeder follow :) 


Public Law 815 can be summarized thus, for Kansas: 
Districts | District | 

Year making japplications 

japplication! approved 


Projects Funds 


| approved | approved 


4061-02... 23 Is | 26 4, 727, 055 


Acute needs are still unmet in these districts: Derby, Avondale, Andover, 
Gardner, and to a lesser extent in several other school districts, especially immedi- 
ately to the southwest of the Boeing plant in Wichita, Kans. 
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The participation of Kansas school districts under Public Law 874 is shown in 
the following summary: 


Year | Applicants [Funds received 

1 Estimated. 


That is, if entitlements are met in full, and our estimates are correct. 


Mr. Kampscurorper. Since all Federal properties or Federal 
activities in Kansas are functioning at the present time in approxi- 
mately the same manner as during the 1952-53 school vear, it would 
appear that the number of children involved may remain about the 
same in the 1953-54 school vear. Therefore, it may be concluded 
that there is an existing need for the continuance of some type of 
Federal-assistance program similar to the one outlined in Public Laws 
815 and 874. 

] have reviewed Senate bill 1596, which deals with the extension of 
Public Law 815, and I find several proposed changes that would be 
favorable to our schools in Kansas. One, estimating number of chil- 
dren in the membership of a school at the close of the 1953-54 school 
vear will solve all of our current school housing problems in the 
federally affected school districts. 

2. Provisions for giving financial support to a school district in 
instances where the acquisition of real property by the Federal Govern- 
ment is causing undue hardship are desirable. 

B. Changes that appear to be unfavorable to Kansas applicant 
schools: 

1. Amending “complete school facilities’? in Public Law 814 to 
“urgently needed mimimum school facilities’ will reduce benefits, 
perhaps as much as 20 percent, which is dependent, of course, upon the 
definition of the phrase “miniumm school facilities.” 

2. Amending provisions for 202 (b) children which originally pro- 
vided 70 percent of the average per-pupil cost of constructing complete 
school facilities in the State in which the school district is located to 
45 percent of the average per-pupil cost of constructing minimum 
school facilities in the State in which the school district is located 
will cause hardships in some of our local school districts. 

For instance, in Kansas we have a lag of 21 months before tax funds 
become available either for day-to-day operation or the payment of 
bonds and interest moneys. 

3. The reference to the term “critical defense area” may impose 
priorities which may not work in the interest of solving the greater 
need of a district which may be outside of such designated area. 

Modification of Public Law 874 as suggested in S. 1597. The sug- 
gested changes affect Kansas applicant schools in the following ways: 

A. Favorably. 

1. Inclusion of children with a parent in the uniformed services if 
residing on Federal property. 

2. Inclusion of children with a parent commuting reasonable dis- 
tance across State line. 

3. Entitlements and inequities may be adjusted under exceptional 


circumstances. 
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4. Adjustments and financial assurance may be made for school 
districts when the number of federally connected pupils decreases 
substantially. 

B. Unfavorably with reference to S. 1597: 

1. Changes made in computation of the amount of entitlement 
produces these results when the 1951-52 list of Kansas schools, 117 
out of 121 because 4 schools failed to qualify so 1 took them out, is 
used for computing the 1952-53 fiscal year entitlements: 

Thirty-two schools or 27.3 percent are eliminated when the formula 
prescribes 3 (a) plus one-half of s (b) pupils equals 10 or more. 

Twenty-four more schools or an additional 20.5 percent are elimi- 
nated when the formula prescribes an absorption factor of 3 percent of 
non-Federal pupils. 

The new formula eliminates 56 of 117 schools of 47.8 percent of 
Kansas applicant schools for 1951-52. 

Kansas is a State of many small school districts which explains, 
in part, the elimination of these districts. 

2. Changes made by using previous year’s ADA and the absorption 
of 5 percent of current vear’s increase indicates a total loss of 
$369,468.11 with 29 districts recovering $251,720.01 because they do 
have the 5-percent increase or a net loss of $117,748.10. ; 

1. Extension of Public Laws 815 and 874 is needed. 

2. Public Law 815 has worked well in Kansas except no provision 
for anticipating school enrollment increases was possible under the 
law. This feature should be included in the extension of the law. 

3. Serious consideration should be given to the wisdom of reducing 
facilities from “complete” to “‘minimum.”’ A Federal child is entitled 
to facilities which would house the complete educational program and 
educational offerings commensurate with non-Federal pupils in 
comparable school districts of the State. Therefore, complete 
facilities should be the standard rather than the minimum. 

4. A question is raised as to the wisdom of using ‘‘critical defense 
area” in determining school-district eligibility. 

5. Provisions are good for giving aid and assistance in cases of undue 
financial burdens because of Federal activities or the acquisition 
of large amounts of real property. 

6. School districts that have made application for schoolhouse 
construction under the reimbursement provisions should be paid as 
per the agreement, based upon provisions of Public Law 815. 

7. Day-to-day operation by amendments to Public Law 874 is 
improved by counting pupils with parents commuting reasonable 
distance crossing State line as well as counting pupils living on 
Federal property with a parent in the Armed Forces. Several Kansas 
schools, in particular Junction City and Leavenworth, are providing 
educational benefits for approximately 5 percent of total pupil load 
while the parent is in the uniformed services. No provision is offered 
under the proposed bill to assume this type of Federal responsibility. 
It appears that the Federal Government may have some responsibility 
for these children, too. 

8. The computation of entitlement formula has been revised so 
that 56 out of a total of 117 Kansas applicant schools are eliminated 
from receiving financial benefits under the law. If the chief purpose 
of the amendments is to reduce Federal expenditures, the new formula 
does this very thing. However, if the real purpose of the law is to 
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assume Federal financial responsibilities for educating federally con- 
nected children then it would seem to be fair to raise the question as to 
whether the formula may be too severe, 

9. It appears that federally affected school districts in Kansas that 
have a high percentage of pupils with parents living and working on 
Federal property will receive sufficient funds because the absorption 
factor works less severely with these schools. However, these schools 
are cut back considerably if they should have a substantial block of 
3 (b) children. 

10. The principle of 3-percent absorption may be questioned. 
Statistically speaking, the absorption factor may calculated to be 
more nearly 1.5 percent. If the absorption factor is used, it is sug- 
— that it not be more than 1.5 percent. 

. By using the previous year’s ADA plus the increase of the cur- 
bit year of 5 percent or more causes the local district to absorb the 
5-percent increase as well as the 3-percent non-Federal deduction from 
the federally connected children. This eauses considerable additional 
financial school district loss. 

That is the end of my formal statement. 

Chairman McConne.u. Are there any questions of this gentleman? 

Mr. Kearns. | believe this testimony has been very, very well 
documented here. He has certainly put forth the need there in Kan- 
sas in a well-defined way which will be most helpful to the committee. 

Mr. Kampscnrormper. Thank vou. 

Chairman McConnety. Thank you, Mr. Kampschroeder. 

Mr. Kampscurorper. In conclusion, I would like to say it has been 
a privilege to appear before your subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, and, 
if there is anything that we can furnish about any of these schools, 
please feel free to call upon us. 

Chairman McConneuu. Off the record. 

(OfF the record discussion.) 

Chairman McConneu. We will recess for a few moments. 

(Brief recess.) 

Chairman McConneti. The committee will please come to order. 

As far as I can determine, we will attempt to go ahead as we planned. 
The Committee will assemble at 2 o'clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee was recessed to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m., the same day.) 

Chairman McConnetu. The hearing will please come to order. 

The two witnesses scheduled first for this afternoon are Mr. Joseph 
Herndon, superintendent of Consolidated School District No. 2, at 
Raytown, Mo.; and Mr. Campbell, of Lee’s Summit, Mo. I under- 
stand both of you gentlemen are constituents of Congressman Hillel- 
son. He has spoken to me regarding your being here, and I know 
on his behalf and on the behalf of the committee it is a pleasure to 
have you before us, appearing here as witnesses. 

Mr. Herndon, are you speaking first? 

Mr. Hitietson. Could we reverse the order and have Mr. Campbell 
appear first? 

Chairman McConne tu. Yes; that will be satisfactory. 

Mr. Campbell. 
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STATEMENT OF SAM C, CAMPBELL, MEMBER, BOARD OF EDUCA- 
TION, SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 7, JACKSON COUNTY, MO. 


Mr. CampBELL. | am just appearing on the district level, speaking 
of what the conditions are in the district of a federally affected area. 
We have a district which is composed of an area in Jackson County. 
I just wanted to state that, under this law for the last 2 years, 1950 
and 1951, the number of students whose parents were working on 
federally owned property in our schools was 81. And it was 6 percent 
of the total enrollment. In 1951 and 1952 there were 256 pupils 
whose parents were working on federally owned property. In 1953 it 
jumped to 314. We estimate in 1953-54 it will go to 350, or 20 percent 
of our enrollment. 

The parents work on the projects at Lake City, an ordnance plant; 
and the Bendix Corp., which is what they call Pratt & Whitney; 
and the Westinghouse Corp., the Office of Internal Revenue, Kansas 
City Records Center, the Grandview Airbase, the veterans’ hospital, 
and the Reserve armory. That is how the enrollment of the schools 
has increased. 

This applies to the school district centered about Lee’s Summit and 
includes south central Jackson County. 

The provisions of Public Law 815 have been the means by which 
the Federal Government fulfilled its obligation for the increase in the 
number of students whose parents work on federally owned property. 

We applied for and received $220,000 under Public Law 815 for the 
purpose of adding to our new high-school building, the first part of 
which was built by local bond money. The taxpayers of the district, 
after the explanation for the needs of the school, responded by voting 
bonds which absorbed our entire debtmaking power. 

This bond issue had to be used mainly in the building of the addi- 
tional elementary rooms because of the tremendous pressure in the 
elementary schools. In this situation, the Federal assistance under 
Public Law 815 permitted us to carry the immediate building need of 
the district so that the children could be properly taught and housed. 
Other school districts are now feeling the same Federal impact and 
should not be penalized by discontinuance of Public Law 815 and its 
Federal obligation under the defense program. 

In other words, sometimes this is called a Federal handout, but we 
don’t feel that that is the thing in this. It is an obligation of the 
Government for their taking care of their people that they bring into 
our communities through defense work. That is just what one school 
is up against. 

We thought we could bring this in. Mr. Herndon ean give you the 
countywide position on the matter. I thank you very much. 

Chairman McConnexu. Any questions, gentlemen? 

Mr. Hour. No, sir. 

Mr. Granam. I believe there was something you wanted to insert 
into the record from the chamber of commerce, was there not? 

Mr. Campsetu. Yes; I have that here. It is from the Chamber of 
Commerce, Jackson County. Do you want me to give that? 

Chairman McConne tu. If you ask for it to be put into the record 
we will be glad to receive it into the record without objection. If 
there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

(Data submitted by Mr. Campbell follow:) 
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REORGANIZED Scnoou Disrrict No. 7, 
Lee’s Summit, Mo., June 15, 1953. 
COMMITTEE ON Epucation AND LaBor, 
Tlouse of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Through our representative and member of the board of educa- 
tion, Mr. Sam C. Campbell, may we be permitted to add our voice to those sup- 
porting the extension of the provisions of Public Law 815. 

As it applies to this school district, centered about Lee’s Summit, Mo., and 
including south-central Jackson County, Mo., the provisions of Public Law 815 
have been the means by which the Federal Government fulfilled its obligation 
for the increase in the number of students whose parents work on federally owned 
property. Thus, in 1950, this district had only 81 students with parents working 
on federally owned property, with those students comprising only 6 percent of 
our total enrollment. In the current year, and in the projection for next year, 
we will have approximately 350 such students, now representing 20 percent of our 
total school enrollment. We have applied for, and received, approximately 
$220,000 under Public Law 815, for the purpose of adding onto our new high- 
school buildings, the first part of which was built by local bond-issue money. 
The taxpayers of the district, after explanation of the needs of the schools, re- 
sponded by voting bonds which absorbed our entire debtmaking power. This 
bond issue had to be used mainly in the building of additional elementary rooms 
because of the tremendous pressure in the elementary schools. In this situation 
the Federal assistance under Public Law 815 permitted us to carry out the im- 
mediate building need of the district, so that the children could be properly 
taught and housed. 

Other school districts are now feeling this same Federal impact, and should 
not be penalized by discontinuance of Public Law 815 and its recognition of the 
Federal obligation under the defense program. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Sam C. CAMPBELL, 
Member, Board of Education. 


Maintenance and operation of schools in federally affected areas 


| 
stu- 
dents whose 
Percent of 
parents work Money 
School year on federally recived 
owned enrollment 
property 

81 $3, 909. 87 6.0 
cin dy 256 24, 494. 30 16.5 


1 Estimated. 


Parents of the students work on the following federally owned properties: 
Lake City Ordnance Plant, R. F. D., Independence, Mo. 
Bendix Corp., 95th and Troost Avenue, Kansas City, Mo. 
Westinghouse Corp., 95th and Troost Avenue, Kansas City, Mo. 
Office of Internal ester 95th and Troost Avenue, Kansas City, Mo. 
Kansas a Records Center, Independence Avenue and Hardesty, Kansas 
City, Mo. 
Guclon Airbase (Air Force), Grandview, Mo. 
Veterans’ hospital, 4801 Linwood, Kansas City, Mo. 
Reserve Armory, Kansas City, Mo. 
Moneys advanced under provisions of Public Law 815 ($219,876) were used for 
completion of high school. 
The provisions of Senate bill No. 1597 would reduce this district’s maintenance 
and operation money by two-thirds, 
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Jackson County CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Lee's Summit, Mo., June 15, 1953. 
Re Public Law 815. 
CoMMITTEE ON EpucaTION AND LABor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Mr. Sam C. Campbell, as a member of this organization repre- 
senting the VanBuren Township Chamber of Commerce, is our designated rep- 
reseptative to testify before your committee in behalf of the extension of Public 
Law 815. 

So that you may be fully informed, this organization represents 22 community 
organizations in Jackson County, Mo., in matters of common interest in the 
affairs of Jackson County. These organizations, consisting of chambers of com- 
merce and community clubs, are drawn from every corner of the county and 
represent an effort on the part of the leaders in each community to bring their 
local problems into proper focus on a general countywide level. No organization 
is permitted more than 2 representatives, so that the Kansas City Chamber of 
Commerce has the same representation, with its more than 2,000 members, as 
the Levasy Commercial Club, with its 50 members. 

As a result of our means of securing information on a countywide basis, we 
have constantly been in touch witb the problem in our schools of providing ade- 
quate instructional space for the rapidly increasing population of Jackson County, 
brought about, in large measure, by the location and expansion of industries and 
installations directly connected to the defense efforts of our Federal Government. 

The school districts serving the Grandview, Hickman Mills, Raytown, Lee’s 
Summit, Blue Springs, and Independence areas have been particularly hard hit 
by this influx of population. As the committee members well know, rapid increase 
in home development in any school district does not bring a corresponding increase 
in the basic tax valuation of the district so as to permit a building program based 
upon bonds issued within the constitutional limitations of anv bond program. 
As a@ result, classrooms become seriously overcrowded, and every available inch 
of space is used, regardless of whether or not it is generally accepted as being 
proper classroom space. Thus, hallways and general purpose rooms become 
classrooms which are constantly interrupted by necessary student traffie. In 
such a situation the school districts are forced into curtailing their programs, 
shortening the school terms, doubling up on classrooms, and increasing the teacher 
load. It is at this point that the Federal Government which, by reason of the 
fact that the population increase was brought about in large measure by Federal 
defense activities, has heretofore declared it is a discretionary policy, within the 
governmental discretion of Congress, to extend aid to such school districts by 
furnishing building aid for the construetion of additional school buildings to care 
for the pupil population increase brought about by the Federal activity. 

At this point we wish to make very clear that we do not regard this Publie 
Law 815 as the typical grant-in-aid which has also been labeled as a “Federal 
handout.” Public Law 815 is merely the recognition of the obligation of the 
United States Government to compensate for the liabilities following in the 
train of defense activities, which are larger than can be handled by the local 
governments directly concerned. 

If such a program as is included in Public Law 815 had not been created, then 
the school system of Jackson County would be so engulfed with pupil population 
increases as to result in an increasingly inferior school system. Even with the 
assistance that has been given, the local tax burden has materially increased, 
not only for the payment of bonded debt, but also for normal maintenance and 
operation. But the increases in the local tax burden have not been considered 
to be excessive by the taxpayers in view of the fact that they have had the assist- 
ance of the Federal Government, on the problems created by the Federal Gov- 
ernment under the defense effort. 

May we therefore recommend to the committee, and to the Congress, that the 
provisions of Public Law 815 be extended. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Donatp C. EarNsHAW, 
Executive Secretary. 


Chairman McConneti. Thank you, Mr. Campbell. 
Mr. Herndon? 
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STATEMENT OF JOE HERNDON, SUPERINTENDENT, CON- 
SOLIDATED SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 2, JACKSON COUNTY, 
MO. 


Mr. Hernpon. I am representing the entire Jackson County, 
although I have given some information from a local standpoint. 

Chairman McConne tu. Do you have a statement? 

Mr. Hernpon. For your information, Jackson County is a suburb of 
Kansas City on the east, a rapidly growing area. It is indeed gratify- 
ing to know that Congress is cognizant of the real need for school 
building aid in areas in which Federal activities present a real school 
problem. 

We of Missouri are most grateful for the financial assistance received 
under Public Law 815. It has meant that thousands of our boys and 
girls have received a full year’s education. It also means that a 
part of our students are no longer attending school in church base- 
ments, store buildings, and other places that were considered unhealth- 
ful and unsafe. 

In my own school system, over $00 first and second graders were 
denied a full day of school until our new school, built with funds under 
Public Law 815, was completed at Christmas time. 

May I say here that even after our building was completed we still 
have between 50 and 60 boys and girls in each classroom. We were 
able to hold a full day of school for them. We are having school in 
church basements in churches, and in basements of our own school 
buildings which have only one window, and poor heating and venti- 
lation. 

With increased building cost, all districts in impacted areas voted 
their bonding capacity and had no other source of revenue for con- 
structing buildings. 

I wish to state at this point, too, that our bonding capacity has been 
doubled so far as the State is concerned within the past vear. We 
did have the 5 percent limitation and now it is 10 percent. But in our 
own case and in 2 or 3 other schools within that county they have 
voted the maximum already, taking up the 10 percent. 

Chairman McConne tv. You voted an increase, is that the way it 
works? You do not have the authority to increase the bonding 
capacity on your own? 

Mr. Hernpon. Not on a local level, but on State level. ‘That has 
been increased from 5 percent to 10 percent. 

Chairman McConne tu. And by vote of the electorate, I judge. 

Mr. Hernvon. That is right, through an amendment. 

Public Law 815 solved only a small portion of our problem. Our 
schools are still in great need of more financial aid for relieving the 
burden as a result of the defense areas. Statistics will show that our 
burden is increasing day by day. 

May I submit for the record the following information from Jackson 
County, Mo. public schools which will give vou a true picture as it 
exists today: 

(The information referred to follows: ) 
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Estimated enrollment, June 30, 24, 263 
(3) Estimated increase in enrollment, (2) — (1)_ 
(4) Percent of enrollment increase over July 1, 1952, -(3)+(2)_- : 25+ 
(5) Classrooms needed for increased 189 
(6) Estimated number of homes to be completed by June 30, 1954____ 7, 385 
Number of pupils from federally connected families________________- 4, 309 


Mr. Hernpon. If you will note on the table, we had an enrollment 
on July 1, 1952 of 17,961, and the estimated enrollment for June 30, 
1954 is 24: 263, or an increase of 6,302. That is an increase of 25 per- 
cent in enrollment. The national av erage is around 10 percent, I 
believe. This being the case, we would need 189 additional class- 
rooms. We have made surveys of the county to determine the number 
of new homes that are now under construction. We find that 7,385 
new homes are under construction. Of that number we have 4,309 
pupils that fall under section 4 (a) or 3 (b). We do not have 3 (a) 
pupils. 

Mr. FrReLINGHUYSEN. Of which number, the present number or the 
estimated number? 

Mr. Hernpon. Do you mean the 4,309? 

Mr. Frevinguvuysen. Of which number. 

Mr. Hernpvon. This 4,309 is the actual number that we have now. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Out of a total of 17,961? 

Mr. Hernvon. That is right. 

Mr. Fre_InGHUYSEN. Have you any figures to the percentage in 
the 24,263 estimated figure as of 1954? 

Mr. Hernvon. The percent would be at least that high, if not 
higher. In our own case we have jumped from 1950-51 of 103 
federally affected pupils up to over 400, in 3 (b). So that is quite an 
increase there. 

Mr. FrevLINGHUYSEN. Roughly a quarter of the estimated increase 
in the enrollment will be due to federally connected people? 

Mr. Hernpon. That is about right. 

Mr. FrevinGuuysen. Thank you. 

Mr. Hernpvon. You will note from the above table that the number 
of pupils are increasing rapidly as a result of the defense work in and 
around Kansas City. You will note the number of houses that are 
under construction as a result of the large number of defense plants. 
For your information, we get on the average of 1.4 pupils out of each 
home. It seems to be higher in these defense families. I don’t know 
why. Probably vou can answer that. 

Under the National Defense Housing Insurance Act, provisions are 
made for public housing in areas which the President shall have de- 
termined to be critical defense housing areas. Is it not just as im- 
portant that our boys and girls have educational provisions if the 
Government provides housing facilities? Another problem presents 
itself in relation to critical areas. Should a community be removed 
from the critical list, the children are there to educate without local 
funds to provide schools. 

Under Public Law 815, the requirement that entitlement be based 
upon average daily attendance for the preceding year rather than 

upon present and anticipated membership created a real problem. 
A lag of some 18 months between actual need and actual completion 
of the school building results. This was the situation in our district. 
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If by some means the entitlement could be based upon the anticipated 
member ship, this situation could be corrected. 

The point I am trying to bring out is this: We get the children at 
the time the parents move into our district. We make application, 
which probably takes 6 months before we get an entitlement back. 
By the time the building is completed we either have a halfday school 
or we are putting them into jammed classrooms, one or the other. If 
by some means this process could be hurried up, it would certainly 
help us out in these defense areas. 

It is my understanding under the new proposed bill—Senate bill 
1596—the word “membership” is used instead of average daily at- 
tendance. This wording could lead to some difficulty since some 
States do not have a set number of days in which you must drop a 
child from the records after he has moved from the district. 

Are there any questions relative to that proposal there? In this 
new bill you have used the word “‘membership.”” If a school admin- 
istrator wanted to do it, he could carry his pupils on the membership 
list until the end of the vear and actually get more money. If there 
was some set number of days in this law that they had to be dropped, 
that would correct it, and you could go ahead and use the word 
“membership.” 

I also note under Senate bill 1596 the formulas for 3 (b) children 
has been changed as follows: 

Section 3 (b) from 70 percent of complete school facilities per child 
to 45 percent of minimum school facilities per child. There is no 
justification for this reduction. Our need is just as great if not 
greater than it was at the time Public Law 815 was enacted. In 
fact, in our own district it is about three times as serious as it was 
at that time. 

Realizing that many demands are made upon you for aid for many 
worthy causes and recognizing that the wants, desires, and ambitions 
of our people far exceed the means of money available and knowing 
that your responsibilities during these trying days are tremendously 
great, we want to express our appreciation to you for the concrete 
evidences we have of your understanding of and continuing interest 
in our problems and your problems of the education of youth and 
your willingness to listen so attentively to us as we attempt to give 
you the picture as we see it of America’s greatest bulwark of freedom. 

eaving with convictions as we do that free public education is one 
of the most cherished heritages of our time. 

Chairman McConneuu. Are there any questions of Mr. Herndon? 

Mr. Kearns will inquire. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Herndon, you have received all the money that 
you ever requested? 

Mr. Under 815? 

Mr. Kearns. Yes. 

Mr. Hernpon. Yes, we have received the full entitlement. 

Mr. Kearns. Thank vou very much. 

Chairman McConnett. Any other questions? 

Mr. Hitietson. I would like to take this opportunity to thank 
both you and the committee for the courtesy extended to my constit- 
uents from the fourth district. I really appreciate it. 

Chairman McConnett. It has been a real pleasure on the part of 
the committee and personally to have Mr. Herndon with us. 
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The final witness for today is Mr. Evart W. Ardis, superintendent 
of schools, East Detroit, Mich. Is Mr. Ardis in the room? 

Evidently he is not here yet. The committee will recess until he 
arrives. 

(Brief recess.) 

Mr. Kearns (presiding). The committee will now reconvene. We 
understand that Mr. Evart W. Ardis, superintendent of schools, East 
Detroit, Mich., is in the room, and we will ask him to testify at this 
time. 

Will you identify yourself to the reporter of the committee, and 
then you may proceed with your written testimony or improvise, 
whatever you please to do? 


STATEMENT OF EVART W. ARDIS, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
SCHOOL DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF EAST DETROIT, MICH. 


Mr. Arpis. I am Evart Ardis, superintendent of schools, in the city 
of East Detroit, Mich. 

Mr. Kearns. You may be seated and proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Arots. First of all I would like to preface my remarks by thank- 
ing you for inviting me over here, thanking you and the committee 
and your fellow Congressmen fer the vision that you have shown in 
enacting past legislation, looking over the past legislation with the 
idea of improving and extending it because I believe that these two 
laws, Public Laws 874 and 815 are very excellent laws that have done 
a good deal for the school children of the United States who fortunately 
or unfortunately lived in districts that had been affected by Federal 
activities. 

I also wish to say that actually, our own school district is about 
at the end of the trail where these two laws are concerned, so I have 
no personal ax to grind in behalf of my school district. 

1 believe last vear we received the last of our construction money 
under our entitlement under Public Law 815, and next year under 
the 4 (b) section we will probably receive the last payment under the 
current expenditures program of 874. 

My interest in being down here is mainly to see that the others 
who have the same problems that we have just gone through get 
what they need and are able to maintain a halfway decent school 
program for their youngsters. 

During World War I] Detroit and southeastern Michigan were 
widely acclaimed as being the arsenal of democracy. As a result of 
that activity, Michigan did get an entitlement under Public Law 815 
of around $17 million. To date, about $13 million of that has either 
been used or is in the process of being used to build school facilities, 
most of them in the neighborhood from which I come, because that 
is where the people came to work in these plants that had been con- 
verted and new plants that had been built in that area. 1 believe 
$13,341,000 of that $17 million allocation for Michigan is either 
being spent or has already been spent. That has resulted in thou- 
sands of youngsters being on full days in a decent school building 
in that area who otherwise would have been in basements or tem- 
porary buildings, and on half days. In our own district, we are 
completing the 96th classroom that is being built with local and 
Federal money under this program. So that means that roughly 
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2,700 to 3,000 children in our local school district are on full days 
instead of half days that they would have been on without this 
program. 

We are bonded to the very extreme. I think we have 12; percent 
of our assessed valuation in bonded indebtedness. Without this aid 
we would have been beyond our wits end, I think, to try to catch up 
with the program. In looking over these proposed revisions of these 
two laws from a viewpoint of a person that has received money for his 
district, and probably won’t be getting any more, I would like to 
compliment vou and the administration for some of the constructive 
things being done in these proposed amendments. 1 think one thing 
is the change from ADA, average daily attendance, to membership 
certainly will be a constructive step because you do have a have facili- 
ties and teachers and textbooks and everything for the children, 
whether they are there or not on a given day. 1 think that certainly 
is a very wholesome step in the right direction. 

Mr. Kearns. The gentleman there understands that as the bill 
was originally written we had to have the average daily attendance in 
order to set up any constructive approach to the problem. We 
might be able to broaden the terminology now to membership, but I 
think at the time it served its purpose as average daily attendance. 

Mr. Arpis. I think that is probably true, because many of these 
districts were changing very rapidly and membership might not 
have been a very worthy standard. 

Mr. Kearns. That is right. 

Mr. Arpis. Although from determining school buildings, I think 
membership is a much better base than attendance, because you 
have to have the building. If vou have 35 children enrolled, whether 
they are in school on a given day or not, you have to have a place for 
them when they do appear there. So 1 think it is going to definitely 
improve it. 

Mr. Kearns. In Michigan are you reimbursed on an average daily 
attendance from your State subsidies? 

Mr. Arpis. We are based on an average daily membership of the 
previous year. We had quite a time. Average daily attendance 
never meant much in Michigan until the enactment of Public Law 
874. There are three things that from a rather cursory observation 
and study of these amendments do bother me. I might touch lightly 
on them, and you may agree or disagree with me. The first of these is 
the absorption feature of Senate bill 1597 where the local district, the 
way I understand it, at least, would absorb without payment from its 
federally connected children 3 percent of its non-Federal children each 
year. It seems to me that that would work quite a hardship on quite 
a few districts in our locality. I talked to the State superintendent of 
public instruction and members of his staff. Percentagewise it would 
mean cuts in Federal allotments to districts in the Detroit area of 
from 35 up to 100 percent of their annual entitlement under Public 
Law 874. The cuts would be proportionately larger in the districts 
with the larger membership. I would say districts around us of three 
to four thousand children and up would practically be eliminated 
from this program by that absorption feature. I may not fully 
understand that, and I would be subject to revising my statement, 
It is'my feeling that these districts, like the one I am in and larger, 
would be just about eliminated by that feature. 
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The second thing about the amendments that disturbs me is a fact, 
if I understand it, that the category ‘“‘c’’ children in Public Law 874 
would have to live in what is called the critical defense area. I am 
not sure of the complete meaning of that term, but it seems to me that 
regardless of whether it is called a critical defense area or not, when the 
children come into your school district you have to house them and 
you have to operate a school for them. If they are brought there 
directly or indirectly by Federal activities, I think the district should 
receive some help in educating them. Just how broad you intend to 
make the critical defense area, I do not know, as I said before. Did 
I interrupt you? 

Mr. Kearns. No. I was going to ask Mr. Lillywhite. That had 
not come up before to my knowledge. I was wondering how you 
differentiate there between critical school area and critical housing 
area such as we had in the housing bill in critical defense areas, and 
just critical areas. 

Mr. Littywairr. That is a very good point, Congressman. Of 
course, Public Law 139, when it was passed, the housing community 
facilities bill, had the concept of the critical defense area in it, and that 
was tied up with how you are going to build houses, and how many 
people were coming into the area. This bill, of course, sets up its 
own definition for critical defense area, and the President is required 
by the law to declare a critical defense area for the purpose of this 
bil. The criteria set forth in the bill as to when he would declare it, 
and it is largely like the other bill, the one that has preceded us in the 
housing and community facilities program. Although it does not 
have to follow the identical provisions, it is largely the same. 

Mr. Kearns. Because we will have many areas which will be de- 
fense areas but not critical defense areas. 

Mr. Littywuire. That, of course is the problem. If the children 
come in the area and it is not called critical defense, it is the same as 
if it were so called. 

Mr. Kearns. That is right. And that is what the gentleman here 
is referring to. 

Mr. Arnis. We have a neighboring district, Roseville, Mich., that 
is in the midst of a big development now, and | know their citizenry 
interested themselves in trying to become a critical defense area under 
the other provisions, and it involved a good many things that the 
local politicians and statesmen, whatever you might call them, did 
not want to get involved in. They left the school hanging out there 
by itself. They did not want to get involved in the restrictions or 
mortgages and the other things that came along with the defense area. 

Mr. Kearns. Is East Detroit in the critical-defense area? 

Mr. Arpis. No, we are not. As far as I know, there is no critical- 
defense area in Michigan. There may be, but I do not know of it. 
Our industry there now is pretty well established, and there was a lot 
of housing during World War II so that we have no critical housing 
shortage. We do not have a lot of migrant labor coming in there now. 
It is a matter of using the facilities that we already have im the plants, 
and manpower, for what is now defense work for this present effort. 

The third thing that bothered me a little bit in reading these two 
laws had to do with the revision, proposed revision, to Public Law 
815 in Senate bill 1596. This had to do with the rate of payment for 
category “b” children, the children whose parents either live on 
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Federal property or work on Federal property, or both. It is my 
understanding that for those category “b’’ children whose folks live 
either on or work on Federal property, the rate is going to be very 
decidedly cut from 70 percent of the complete school facilities, in- 
cluding multipurpose rooms and toilets and so forth, down to 45 
percent of the cost of minimum facilities, whatever they are deter- 
mined to be. That might mean just the classrooms and nothing more, 
classrooms and toilets. 

As a representative of a district that has been paid off, so to speak, 
on the other terms under the terms of 70 pereent, I would be very 
interested, myself, in seeing these other districts that have an out- 
standing entitlement getting the 70 percent of the complete school 
facilities. It seems to me shameful in these communities to cut down 
to the bone and build a building which never can be transformed into 
a school building, if you leave out the multipurpose room or the 
cafeteria and kitchen, and so forth. Those things, in many cases, 
can never, or will never, be put into the school and those children for 
generations to come will suffer along with a bunch of one-room rural 
schools hooked together by a corridor. I think any school building 
that is done should be a complete facility. 

These districts that have not received their entitlement, I certainly 
hope they get the same break we did so they can build a school that 
will be a credit to their community and to our country. I feel that 
very deeply because I have a lot of neighbors who, due to their priority 
setup, did not get in on this program yet, and they are just now coming 
into the place where they will be getting money. I feel very deeply 
that they should get the same break that we did, and be able to give 
their communities proper school facilities. 

I would be glad to try to answer any questions about our district. 
I have not tried to point our picture very much because I know you 
would not be interested in it. But I am interested in the national 
picture and have been coming down here since 1942 under the Lanham 
Act and the Wier Act, and under these two laws. Our district has 
been greatly blessed by it and I am very greatful for it. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Holt, do you have a question? 

Mr. Horr. I want to thank you for coming down here. We enjoy 
the testimony from communities like yours. 

I would like to ask Mr. Lillywhite a question to clarify my own 
thinking. On having the districts absorb 3 percent, what is the 
wording of that again? I do not want the exact wording, but what is 
the thought behind it? 

Mr. Littywuire. Here is what vou do: You take the total avera 
daily attendance in your school, you subtract from it your federally 
connected children, as you define it by these formulas, then you take 
3 percent of what is left. That 3 percent you subtract from your 
federally connected children over here and pay on what is left. 

Now, it gets a little more complicated. When you get to the b 
children, those that get a half rate, you convert them to a whole 
child for a full rate. So you are actually absorbing 6 percent of the 
b children rather than 3 percent, because you divide it by 2, before 
you subtract. That is what it amounts to. 

Mr. Hott. Right. 1 wanted to get that. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Holt, on that 3 percent, it is something like 
trying to figure out any retirement plan. It is just about as clear. 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen? 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I was wondering why the 3 percent is par- 
ticularly disadvantageous where there is a big enrollment. I gather 
in your district it is because there are 3,000 pupils in average daily 
attendance, that the 3-percent deduction would hit you very hard. 
Why is that? 

Mr. Arpis. The bigger the district, and this is very rough, the 
bigger the district the larger increase you would have to have number- 
wise in the district, and if you are a large, poor district, and you have 
to absorp that, it puts a crimp on you more than if you were a small, 
rather well-to-do district. You could be in a better position to 
absorb it than a big so-called poorer district like ours would be. 
Three percent, for instance, of our membership at the present time 
would be—I am trying to get my mathematics straight—180 children 
and that is quite a lot to absorb in a district that is not able to take 
care of its own needs at the present time with the children it has. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. [| think the main problem would be the per- 
centage of federally connected children more than the size of the 
classes. Mr. Lillywhite has something to say on this. 

Mr. Littywuire. I think you hit on a very good point on that. 
Those school districts that have done what people in school admin- 
istration call the moving forward in the administration of schools, 

etting rid of all these small units, and having countywide units, there 
is large enrollment in a countywide unit, and you have an impact in 
one part of the area, just one part of it. Counties often run up to 
30,000, 40,000, 50,000 children in average daily attendance, and you 
have an impact in one part of it, and it is very serious in that one part. 
But when you spread it over the entire county, a large membership 
in a county, it wipes it out completely. That is why the large 
membership in those cases, particularly where the impact is only in 
one part of it, works particularly serious problems. On the other 
hand, the theory is that you can absorb in proportion to your size. 
Another point you made you are entirely correct on. If there are 
50 percent federally connected children, then you only take 3 percent 
of your enrollment, you see. In other words, it works to the advantage 
of the school districts with the greatest Federal impact and to the 
disadvantage of the school district with the lowest Federal impact, 
again going back to that very problem we are talking about in Con- 
gressman Holt’s district. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Is that not the appropriate thing to do. 

Mr. Littywuitr. We have so recommended, Congressman. 

Mr. Freitincuuysen. The only other question I had is whether you 
agree with the philosophy behind the reduction from 70 percent to 45 
percent in the category b children. In other words, do you agree 
that the Federal Government should step in in the role of a local tax- 
payer when the parent does not both work and live on Federal prop- 
erty? Presumably the school district has some source of revenue to 
help share the burden of educating the child of that parent. 

Mr. Arnis. Yes, I think I will go along with you, if you cut it 
from 100 percent down to 70. I do not follow the reasoning for 
cutting it on down again to 45 percent from 70. I mean, it seems to 
me that the Federal Government has at least that much responsibility 
because a good many of these districts have become what we call in 
the Detroit area bedroom communities. They have not developed 
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a well-rounded tax base. In other words, they have been just houses 
moved into our district, little homes that never, in my estimation, 
support it. 

If these housing units were sold back to a private concern, that 
school district would have as bad or worse time than it has now, be- 
cause there is not a well-rounded tax base there. The industries are 
in neighboring or adjoining districts or maybe a hop, skip, and a 
jump away. 

Mr. Fre_rnauuysen. Now you are touching on an overall problem 
of how to support the school districts for schildren, whether you have 
an adequate tax base to support the child being in the school. 

Mr. Arpis. That is right, except where the United States Govern- 
ment has come in and either aggravated or created the situation. 
Then I think the Government should step into it. I am thinking of 
the school district of Inkster-Nankin No. 7, where I used to be super- 
intendent. They built what are called the Carvert Homes in there. 
There is absolutely no industry. That has brought about a de- 
valuation of the property per pupil in that district to the point 
where even with their payment in lieu of taxes and other business 
they still have a very inadequate program of publie education. | 
would say probably 70 percent of the people there live on Federal 
property. I don’t know how a district like that would build schools 
if they had to put up 55 percent of the money to build classrooms. 
T don’t think they would ever do it. 

Mr. FrevincuuyseN. If we should assume that the category b 
children should be supported to the extent of 70 percent, what would 
you suggest should be the amount that the Government would pro- 
vide for the child whose parent both worked and lived on Federal 
property? Something more than 70 percent, I should think, if you 
say that the category b children should get as much as 70 percent. 
Is that not the philosophy? In other words, that there is more need 
for support where the parent both works and lives on Federal prop- 
erty than where he lives or works off the property? 

Mr. Arpis. I am not too sure of that. I mean, I have not had the 
experience to answer that very correctly. I think one is as serious 
a problem as another. To be truthful, I do not see that a parent 
living on Federal property and working in a Federal installation 
creates any more of a problem for that local district than as if he 
worked out in some private plant. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. And yet as I understand it there is a dis- 
tinction made in Public Law 874, based on whether or not they both 
work and live or whether they work or live. 

Mr. Arps. As far as the school situation is concerned, it is there, 
the youngsters there, and if they were brought there by some Federal 
activity, whether it be a housing project or a factory, I think that it 
creates a problem and they have to live with it. I have never been 
in a district where they had any of these 3 (a) children where they 
lived on and worked on property, so I am just talking through my 
hat there, on that. 

Mr. FreELINGHUYSEN. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Ardis, these figures we have here, the percent- 
ages are Senate figures, not House figures. They might change con- 
siderably after this committee meets in executive session to work 
out a fair basis. 
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Mr. Arpis. You might be interested in knowing this. There was 
a very small community in 1939 when the war activity started. It 
was then about 4,000 people and now it is about 30. We have 
youngsters graduating in June who have spent one semester, and that 
is this last semester, on full days since they started attending schools. 
They would not even have gotten that half year in full days if it had 
not been for Public Law 815. I am deeply grateful even though | 
might appear rather uninformed here. 

Mr. Kearns. We are very grateful for your testimony here, 
because as a superintendent, going through this situation, you are 
well qualified, I am sure, to testify and give the committee the value 
of your experiences. We are very grateful to you for coming down, 
Mr. Ardis. 

At this time I would like to have the clerk of this subcommittee read 
some requests for reports for the record. 

Mr. Derrickson. Mr. Chairman, the following have been received 
for submission to the committee for inclusion in the record: 

A letter from Mr. Edmund J. Canzona, president, board of educa- 
tion, Red Bank, N. J., addressed to the chairman of this committee; 
a letter from Mr. Hugh O. Summers, superintendent of the Montrose 
County High School system, Montrose, Colo., addressed to the 
Honorable Wayne N. Aspinall; and a statement submitted by Con- 
gressman Don Magnuson to this committee in support of legislation 
to extend and improve Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Mr. Kearns. If there is no objection, these will be made a part of 
the record. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


Boarp oF Epvucation, 
Red Bank, N. J., June 13, 1953. 
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE ON EpcuATION AND LABor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: The Board of Education of the Borough of Red Bank, Monouth 
County, N. J., would like to call to your attention the financial loss whieh they 
would suffer if bill No. 8. 1597 were to be passed and become a public law. 

Since 1918 this board of education has educated the children of Fort Mon- 
mouth, and up until the last 4 vears this was done gratis. Before the passage 
of bill No. 874, we had worked out an agreement with the United States Army 
which conformed to circular No. 50 of the War Department, whereby we received 
a flat fee of $120 per child for those children living on Fort Monmouth. !n 1948 
we established a primary school on Fort Monmouth and have added one grade 
each year since that time until the present time when we have 200 children in 
this school. There are 125 additional children from this installation in the 
upper grades which are transported to Red Bank. Since the passage of bill No. 
874, we have been required to take a deduction in our allotment of approximately 
$18,500 a vear for the operation of this school. 

Inasmuch as we have entered into a contract with the Office of Edueation 
for the operation of the school during the year 1953-54, and have agreed to the 
expenditure of approximately this same amount, it would work a hardship on our 
budget to have this cut in our appropriation at this time. 

In the State of New Jersey it is not compulsory for any school district to educate 
children from a military installation, and inasmuch as we are now in the midst 
of a $900,000 building program to take care of the high-school children, and have 
counted on this financial help from the Federal Government for their education, 
we feel that it would be an injustice to us to have this sum reduced at this time. 
Our budget for the coming year included this appropriation and it would only 
seem fair that we be given more advanced warning as to the loss of this revenue. 

We hope that vou will take these facts into consideration and use your influence 
to restore the anticipated reduction in revenue. 

Very truly yours, 
EpmuNpb J. CANZONA, 
President, Board of Education. 
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Montrose County System, 
Montrose, Colo., March 12, 1953. 
Hon. Wayne N. ASPINALL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. AsPINALL: I am writing vou in regard to Public Laws 874 and 815, 
which have been set up to provide Federal assistance to areas affected by Federal 
activities. 

Our situation seems to be somewhat different from other sections of the country 
that are affected by Federal activity. We have a county high-school system 
serving a total area of some 2,100 square miles, and topographical barriers make 
travel between the different little settlements difficult. The Nucla branch serves 
the west end of Montrose County that contains all the area where uranium 
activity is taking place, and this has caused the enrollment in that branch to 
increase as shown by the following figures: 


Enrollment 


Estimated enrollment for 1953-54 is 200 or over. 

The Atomic Energy Commission of Grand Junction has indicated to the Com- 
missioner of Education that the Vanadium Corp. of America and the Union 
Carbide & Carbon Corp. are not classed as Federal property because they are 
neither owned nor leased—they have Federal contracts. The filling of these 
Federal contracts, which are completely controlled by the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, is the only reason for the operation of these concerns, and the only reason 
for the increased schodl population. Because they are not Federal properties, we 
cannot qualify for Federal aid. If they were classified as Federal properties, most 
of the pupils involved would qualify for Federal aid. 

The population of Nucla was declining until Federal and private housing was 
erected to accommodate the families of workers employed by the Vanadium Corp. 
of America, the Atomic Energy Commission and the Union Carbide & Carbon 
Corp. It consequently puts a great burden on the smallest and least equipped 
school in our branch, and their facilities are very inadequate to take care of this 
federally caused increase. 

There are two points in this law which, if they are revised to cover our situation, 
would help us secure Federal aid: 

First. That companies holding Federal contracts that are controlled by a 
Federal agency such as the Atomic Energy Commission, be included in the classifi- 
cation of Federal property. 

Second. That the law be revised to allow school systems of our type, or larger 
systems, to use the enrollment of the affected area instead of the entire system. 

For example, in our ease last year, by having to use the enrollment for the 
entire system, we could show only 6.23 percent increase, and 10 percent is needed 
to qualify under Public Law 815. If we could have used the enrollment in the 
Nucla area only, we could have shown an approximate increase of 33 percent. 

A third point I want to point out is that this situation is raising doubts about the 
advisability of creating large districts where there is now, or is likely to be, any 
Federal impact. 

We realize that Public Law 815 is now nonexistent unless Congress reenacts it in 
this session, and I understand that 874 has 2 years to go. We will appreciate any 
assistance that you can give us to relieve this situation now existing in Nucla. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hvau O. SummErs, Superintendent. 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DoN MaGNuson, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it has been shown conclusively 
that the Federal Government has a distinet obligation to school districts in 
areas where Federal operations, or defense-connected activities, have placed a 
severe burden on school facilities. 

Hundreds of school districts, including 74 in my own State of Washington, 
nave had severe problems dropped in their laps through the stationing of men 
at nearby military installations, through burgeoning defense construction, and 
by the building and operation of atomie energy plants and similar installations. 

Owing to the fact that many of these districts have only limited property which 
is on local tax rolls, there simply would not be funds for operation of the schools 
if the Federal Government did not pay its just share. 

For this reason, | urge adoption of legislation which will improve and extend 
Federal aid to schools in federally affected areas. You have several bills before 
you which will help accomplish this end, including H. R. 523, Hl. R. 3004, and 
H. R. 3310. 


Mr. Kearns. On tomorrow's program, at 10 0’clock in the morn- 
ing, will be Mr. Edgar Fuller, executive secretary, National Council 
of Chief State School Officers, and at 11 0’clock Mr. L. P. Sturgeon, 
associate State commissioner of education, Austin, Tex. 

The committee will now recess until 10 a. m. tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 3:15 p. m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Tuesday, June 16, 1953.) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 16, 1953 


Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON Epucation AND Lapor, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 429, 
House Office Building, Hon. Samuel K. McConnell, Jr. (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives McConnell, Kearns (presiding), Holt, 
Frelinghuysen, Barden, Lucas, and Bailey. 

Present also: John O. ‘Graham, chief clerk; Fred G. Hussey, minority 
clerk; Edward A. MeCabe, general counsel; Jock Hoghland, assistant 

eneral counsel; Russell C. Derrickson, chief investigator; and Ben 
it. Johnson, investigator. 

Mr. Kearns. The hearings will come to order. 

This morning we are glad to have as our witness Dr. Edgar Fuller, 
executive secretary of the National Council of Chief State School 
Officers. Dr. Fuller, will you come up to the stand and identify 
yourself to the reporter, and then you may proceed to either read 
your statement or improvise or whatever you wish to do to give 
your message to the subcommittee. 


STATEMENT OF DR. EDGAR FULLER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF 
THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS 


Dr. Futter. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate this opportunity to testify on the legislation you are con- 
sidering to pone and to extend Public Laws 815 and 874. My 
name is Edgar Fuller and I am the executive secretary of the Na- 
tional Council of Chief State School Officers. The chief State school 
officers are the State commissioners and superintendents of schools 
in the 48 States and in the Territories and island dependencies. They 
are the responsible State administrators for a number of federally 
related programs in education, which is natural because education 
is a State function under our system of constitutional law when public 
funds are involved in its support. The chief State school officers 
have been keenly aware of the impacts these Federal laws have made 
on school construction and operation in the local and State school 
systems. 

In this instance, Mr. Chairman, I have been asked to testify also 
on behalf of both the American Association of School Administrators 
and the National Education Association of the United States. The 
AASA is the national organization of local superintendents of schools 
throughout the country; the NEA is the general membership organ- 
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ization of the teaching profession. With more than 500,000 paid 
members, the NEA is the largest professional association in the world. 

This testimony is given in a spirit of approval for Pubhie Laws 815 
and 874, commendation for the Congress which enacted them after 
such thorough study. Mr. Bailey was the chairman of the subeom- 
mittee that wrote thousands of pages of evidence—and well-earned 
praise for the United States Office of Education which has administered 
them so well. Since 1950, under authority of these laws, the Congress 
has met the Federal responsipility in most school districts seriously 
burdened by Federal activities. Hundreds of thousands of children 
have had schoolhouses and teachers they could not otherwise have had. 

These laws have eliminated much of the chaotic condition that 
existed before 1950, a condition that resulted from numerous separate 
appropriations to a large number of Federal agencies for educational 
purposes. Some appropriations were adequate, others were inade- 
quate, and a few were excessive and wasteful. The United States 
Office of Education, which is supposed to be the educational agency 
of the Federal Government, had little contact with these educational 
problems of the Federal Government. Each Federal agency was 
largely a law unto itself, and some of them did some peculiar things 
in regard to education. We hope, Mr. Chairman, that the gains 
made will be preserved through extension of Public Law 815 and 
Public Law 874 and that these laws can be further improved in the 
process. 

These statutes are necessarily complex. It has thus far been im- 
possible to devise formulas for measuring eligibility and entitlements 
which are objective enough to avoid extensive interpretations. These 
interpretations involve Federal discretion. Federal discretion means 
increased Federal administrative activity and, inevitably, more Fed- 
eral controls than we like. ‘So these statutes, although clearly the 
best thus far enacted to care for the problems, are nevertheless some- 
thing less than ideal. 

Mr. Kearns. At this point, could I interrupt to ask vou what has 
been the general concensus of school administrators as to the efficiency 
of the administration of the laws? 

Dr. Futuer. It has been very good. In fact, it has been almost 
an eighth wonder of the world how they have been administered so 
well, being so complex. We have no complaint whatever about the 
administration of these laws. The difficulties are inherent in the 
problem and in the difficulty of making a statute fit a most complex 
situation. 

Mr. Kearns. Then you would feel that the complaints that the 
committee might get might be greatly in the minority in comparison 
to those administrators who have been fully pleased with the opera- 
tion? 

Dr. Futter. I am sure that that is true. 

Mr. Kearns. You cannot satisfy everyone, in other words. 

Dr. Futter. Well, in a situation like this, which is so complex 
and so very difficult, we have been very much surprised that so large 
a proportion of people could be pleased in the administration. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe the Federal administration of Public 
Law 815 and Public Law 874 under these difficult circumstances has 
been excellent. The United States Office of Education is to be 
congratulated on the excellent work of Erick LeRoy Lindman, B. 
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Alden Lillywhite, Rall I. Grigsby, Ray L. Hamon, and their staffs. 
State and local autonomy in education has been respected. The 
adjudication of difficult cases at the Federal level has usually been 
regarded as fair by all parties concerned. Consultations in local 
school districts and State departments of education have been honest 
and constructive. In turn, local and State educational administrators 
have given thousands of hours of valuable assistance without which 
the Federal administrators could not have hoped to administer these 
laws so well. 

The amendments proposed by Secretary Hobby and the officials 
of the United States Office of Education for the consideration of 
vour committee, Mr. Chairman, reflect the administrative lessons 
earned since 1950. We have comparatively little to add to the 
exhaustive section-by-section analysis of these amendments they have 
placed before you. It seems sensible to extend these laws for periods 
of only 1 or 2 years. This will insure another look at them by the 
next Congress, which will have the guidance of the report of the Com- 
mission on Intergovernmental Relations to be made to the Congress 
before March 1, 1954. 

Without consuming the time of this committee, Mr. Chairman, by 
going through all the proposed amendments and explaining our posi- 
tion in regard to them, we wish to assure you that we have studied 
them. and do approve most of them. We shall mention only a few 
of the changes proposed in the draft bills. 

First, I will speak with regard to Public Law 815: 

1. New section 303 establishes a system of priority among local 
applicants and a cutoff date for applications on June 30, 1954. The 
priority system has been a necessary administrative development, and 
should be in the law. The cutoff date creates essentially a 1-year 
program. 

Mr. Battey. May I interrupt as this point, Mr. Chairman? 

Does the gentleman suggest a greater length of vears; say 2 years 
instead of one year? What would be your suggestion there as to 
the length of this Public Law 815? 

Dr. Futuer. I believe, Mr. Bailey, that the draft proposes that 
applications shall be received only up to June 30, 1954. That means 
that applications would be received essentially during 1 year. I 
suppose that the actual program itself would extend somewhat be- 
yond that time. 

Mr. Baittey. You could make appropriations in the following fiscal 
year, of course. 

Dr. Futter. Yes, | assume so. 

Mr. Baitey. Or 1954. 

Mr. Kearns. If the gentleman from West Virginia will yield there, 
we had testimony yesterday from Mr. Ardis where he felt that 1 
year more was sufficient for it, as I understood. 

Mr. Barttey. I wag not here, Mr. Kearns, at the time. 

Mr. Kearns. Of course, do you not think that it all depends upon 
the overall situation, and it is pretty hard at this time to say whether 
it should terminate in a vear or go three years? 

Mr. Baitey. If you will reeall the first day we held hearings, I 
raised the point on this question and called attention to the situa- 
tion in Ohio were the atomic-energy plant is under construction; that 
they would not reach the peak of their construction there until after 
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the deadline for filing applications here. I suggested at that time 
that it be 18-month or 24-month program, and I still am of the opinion 
that that is the best approach to it. 

Mr. Kearns. Well, Mr. Bailey, do not you feel, that with the general 
support you have from Congress on this, it is better to do it every 
year, and then you could always approve the law or amend it as you 
want it; and there is no question that we will get it through each year 
as long as the emergency exists. 

Mr. Battery. My hope, Mr. Kearns, was the construction program 
could be closed up. Right now the trend in defense activities is 
downward rather than upward; and, except for 2 or 3 important in- 
stallations like the atomic-energy plant, we can look forward to a 
time when we might possibly eliminate the construction program. I 
thought that, if we made it 2 years instead of 1, it might obviate the 
necessity for bothering with it any more in the future. 

Mr. Kearns. You run into the situation that it might not be neces- 
sary for a 2-year period. 

Mr. Bartey. According to the legislation, unless we change it, 
there will not be any commitments. 

Dr. Futter. The new section 304 provides that the Federal cost 
cannot exceed the cost of minmum facilities for children who would 
otherwise be without such facilities at the close of the 1953-54 school 
year. Construction of only minimum facilities to meet only current 
needs will promote economy. 

3. The concept of “entitlement” is absent. Since neither the 
exact extent of Federal aid for which local school districts may be 
able to qualify nor the exact amount the Congress may appropriate 
can be predicted, this change has an element of realism. On the 
other hand, if the Federal Government is serious about meeting all 
its obligations as established by law, there should be no objection to 
the concept of “entitlement.”” In any event, we believe the several 
hundred school districts which have already qualified for an entitle- 
ment under the present law should receive the funds for which they 
have qualified. On balance, we doubt that elimination of the con- 
cept of “entitlement” is either necessary or wise. 

Mr. Bartey. Do not you believe, Dr. Fuller, that if the legislation 
is not materially changed, we had better have a pretty definite defini- 
tion of the term “unhoused”’ children? 

Dr. Futier. | think the more definite the committee can make the 
terms, probably, the better. Entitlement is a concept which means 
that the requirements of the law as the Congress has passed the law 
have been met; and, once an entitlement is achieved, it seems to a 
layman at least that the Congress ought to be able to meet the require- 
ments of the entitlements set up under its own law. 

Mr. Bartey. I notice, Dr. Fuller, that you put a pretty broad 
approval on their system of priorities. 1 have not been in love with 
it, and I pointed out at the time they imposed this priority system it 
was going to pinch off a number of school districts, and 1 am certainly 
not going to favor another program that is going to result in the same 
disappointment to a lot of school districts. 

Dr. Fuuver. I think that approval could be qualified, and it is 
not meant to be quite as broad as you imply. Some sort of system 
of priorities had to be established. That is, when there are more than 
$300 million of entitlements, and the appropriation is only a fraction 
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of that amount, then in the case of school buildings it is probably not 
practicable to try to prorate among all of the applicants. 

Mr. BarLey. Suppose they had started school-construction facilities 
in all of these 207 districts that were pinched out. Do you have any 
idea that the Congress would have refused to appropriate money to 
finish a partly constructed building? 

Dr. Futter. Well, 1 would suppose they would, but your idea, 
Mr. Bailey, would be better than mine about what Congress will do. 

Mr. Bartey. The law did not contemplate that anybody would be 
left out of that program. 

Dr. FuLuer. Sir, what is that? 

Mr. Baiiey. The law did not contemplate that anybody would be 
left out of the program and no school district would have been left 
out except for the priority system that was imposed. 

Dr. Futter. Well, it seems to me, Mr. Bailey, that those which 
have qualified and have entitlements under the present law_ still 
should have those buildings if there is a continuing need for them, and 
in most instances there is, as | understand it. 

4. New section 305 reduces the construction aid to local districts 
by providing for Federal payments of only 95 percent, 45 percent, or 
45 percent of the cost of minimum facilities for the 3 respective 
classes of federally connected children and for only the increase in 
the attendance of such children since the school year 1951-52. Both 
— provisions will reduce Federal costs below those of the present 

aw. 

5. New section 305 provides for further limitations. There must 
have been an increase of at least 10 percent, 10 or 5 percent over 
1951-52 in the 3 respective categories of federally connected children, 
with 20 or more children in each category before any aid can be granted. 
Any decrease in the number of non-Federal children enrolled must be 
subtracted. These limitations will also reduce Federal costs. 

6. Indian children and others living on Federal property are cared 
for by a new title which authorizes an appropriation of $20 million 
for the fiscal year 1954. This is in fact a l-year program to care for 
children in situations where there is neither eligibility under the 
other provisions of the law nor an adequate local tax base. We 
believe this provision is desirable as general policy. 

7. The proposed law adds Guam to the list of eligible jurisdictions; 
we suggest that the Canal Zone also be included. 

Mr. Battery. Before vou leave Public Law 815, you were talking 
about the reduction in the program, tae formula reducing the B 
category 70 percent. Are you receiving any complaint from your 
— State school officers on this proposal to drastically reduce this 
und? 

Dr. Futter. Those with whom I have talked feel in many instances 
that these reductions will create hardships in these federally burdened 
communities. Against that idea, of course, is the general feeling of 
the Congress and the administration now that economy is the watch- 
word of the hour. Now, somewhere between the actual need as it 
exists and the will of the Congress as to how far it is going to go down 
the economy road, is the place where we will arrive. Naturally, we 
favor adequate appropriations to care for the needs. 

Mr. Battey. Dr. Fuller, when this law was initiated, as a result of 
extensive hearings throughout the country, those hearings were held 
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for one sole purpose, and that was to discover the extent of the 
Government responsibility for impacting these school districts. 

Now, almost every witness has come in here and is getting away 
from that basic idea of Government responsibility. It is more or less 
of a matching proposition with the State school funds and the local 
district school funds. Day to day it is getting more on the basis of a 
Federal grant-of-aid in education rather than the basic idea of the 
Government discharging its responsibilities. 

Dr. Fuuver. I think, as I intend to say later in my testimony, that 
the theory of these laws is what you say it is, and to me it is entirely 
clear that it is there. 

Mr. Battery. If there is a Government responsibility, it is definite, 
if we can determine what that responsibility is; and it is not a moral 
but a legal obligation. If it was a matter of putting it on the basis of 
law, they would have the right to go into court. They could recover 
damages for the Government activities. Let us put it on that basis, 
and think along that line for a moment. 

Now the tendency is to get away from that idea in the name of 
economy. If you had an obligation at the bank, how far would you 
get pleading the idea of economy about paying that obligation? 

Dr. Futter. | agree with you, Mr. Bailey, that it is an obligation of 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. Kearns. Why did you include Guam? 

Dr. Futter. Guam is in the draft bill and was included in the 
suggestions of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Battey. At the time we wrote this legislation, Guam was 
under military government, and they had not set up a civil govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Kearns. The military is still running it there, is it not? 

Dr. Futter. It became civil about a year ago, or something more 
than a year ago, and it has been turned over to a civil administrator. 
A former employee of the State department of education in Michigan, 
Mr. Haitema, is the educator in charge. 

Mr. Battey. You mentioned the Canal Zone. Are they demili- 
tarized, or are they still a military unit? 

Dr. Futter. The Canal Zone ts different from anything else among 
our island dependencies or Territories. It is run, as you know, by a 
corporation which has offices here in Washington. 

Mr. Kearns. It did have, you mean? 

Dr. Fuuver. Yes, it did have. But it is in a zone which is militarily 
important. I have talked with Dr. Johnson, the superintendent, 
about it, and he thinks, and I would agree, that if it meets the require- 
ments of the law the Canal Zone ought not to be treated any differ- 
ently than any other part of the American Territories which have 
the needs. 

Mr. Barttey. They still use the civil-service system to set up their 
school staffs, do they not? 

Dr. Futter. I believe they do. They do not have a very large 
school system, but I have been unable to discover any reason why 
the Canal Zone should be excluded while all of these other Territories 
and island dependencies are included. 

Mr. Baitey. Is there any other tax base other than Government 
contributions to run the schools? 

Dr. Futter. I am not positive about that, but I believe not. 
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Mr. Battey. That is all Government-owned property, [ think. 

Mr. Kearns. It is very small, anyway. Will you proceed? 

Mr. Barpren. Had you discussed Puerto Rico before | came in? 

Dr. Futter. Not specifically, but, of course, it is included in the 
list under Public Law 815, the amended bill. 

Mr. Barpen. I wonder if you agree with me that possibly Puerto 
Rico should have some special consideration in view of their rather 
peculiar setup. As I understand it, the whole island is one school 
district, and of course that limits the benefits under this bill to vir- 
tually nothing, and it being one of our possessions or a part of the 
United States, you might say, citizens of the United States with a 
right to come and go, [ am just wondering if we do not owe them a 
little more consideration than we are giving them in the way of school 
assistance, 

Dr. Futter. There is provision in Public Law 874 for the Com- 
missioner of Education to treat those situations differently, so that 
they do get special consideration there. In general, Puerto Rico is in 
serious need of educational facilities and educational aid. They have 
a very difficult educational program—an ambitious one, if 1 might 
add that, in which they want all of their people to be educated. 

Mr. Kearns. They are education conscious? 

Dr. Futter. Yes. The present Commissioner of Education there 
has a master’s degree from one of the greater institutions of this 
country and is a very inspirational leader, and the Puerto Ricans in 
general, I think, are determined to raise the educational level of their 
people and to make them really worthy citizens of a common world. 

Mr. Barpen. | am acquainted with the gentleman to whom you 
refer as head of the school district, and he is quite ambitious: but my 
observation from the situation there was that regardless of his ambi- 
tioa, he is having a rather tough time lifting himself up by his own 
bootstraps. 

Dr. Futter. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. Barpen. So that we might even construe it to be maybe a 
little selfish on our part, because those Puerto Ricans are pouring into 
the United States and form a group of uneducated citizens, and they 
are in the same position as if we had some particular State or group 
in our own borders furnishing the same type. 

We recognize the necessity of taking care of the situation within our 
borders, and to me it is not good sense or good business to ignore a 
situation so close to us with our own people, where they have the desire 
and the ambition, but they simply do not have the funds to carry on. 

Dr. Futier. Since the new constitution of Puerto Rico went into 
effect a year or so ago, of course they are a part of us. They have 
commonwealth status, and the immigration laws do not apply. 
Certainly we should, as you suggest, Mr. Barden, take their problems 
very seriously as problems of our own. 

The sky-coach facilities between San Juan and New York and San 
Juan and Miami, and others, are almost as easy to take advantage of 
in these days as it used to be to drive 5 miles in a horse and buggy. 
They are right with us, and they are a part of us, and we have a great 
responsibility to raise their status. 

Mr. Barpen. Under the practices of the Congress for the past few 
years, Puerto Rico would probably have been better off as a foreign 
nation, and we would have given them much more money, because 
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we have given every other foreign country piles of money and then 
when we get to our own people, we just cut their hair off. 

Mr. Battery. Now that the gentleman from North Carolina has 
brought that up, I am still smarting from having a steamroller run over 
me yesterday on reciprocal trade. Let me say if they had removed the 
import limitation on sugar that we have to protect the sugar growers 
of Louisiana and the beet-sugar growers of Utah and Idaho, and 
allowed the people of Puerto Rico to refine their sugar down there 
and sell it in the United States, they would not need any aid for their 
schools. 

; We could just as well be practical and lay the cards on the table 
ace up. 

i Every foot of space they put into sugarcane, and they 
do not raise any vegetables, because they do not want to use the land 
for raising vegetables. 

Mr. Barpen. Thev do not have any land to use. The sugar 
companies own the lands of Puerto Rico, and then—and why, I will 
never understand—-refuse them the privilege to process their own 
sugar. 

Mr. Kearns. We refund them $9 a gallon on every gallon of rum 
they make down there. 

Mr. Barpen. Then perhaps we are not drinking enough rum. I 
am for helping them one way or the other. 

Mr. Bartey. Let the folks who voted for the Reciprocal Trade 
Agreement Act work it out. 

Dr. Futuer. There is provision for relaxing the requirement that a 
parent must be working on Federal property, in the situations con- 
cerning military personnel or Indians, in order that full credit for 
certain groups of children residing on Federal property may be allowed 
under section 3 (a). This is desirable, even though it will somewhat 
increase the Federal cost of the program. 

An amendment of section 3 (b) will allow working parents to 
commute across State lines without affecting eligibility otherwise 
established for their children. We agree that this provision should 
apply to all classes of Federal impacts within the scope of the statute, 
not just one class as was put in the Senate rider. 

Mr. Battey. You are speaking of the Bridges amendment? 

Dr. Futter. That is right. 

Mr. Battey. You would not want it to apply here in the district, 
would you? 

Dr. Futter. No; the choice there was in picking out just a certain 
type of Federal impact or a certain type of military impact and 
excluding all other impacts from the same sort of formula. That is 
not broad enough. Now the way the draft bill is written, as I under- 
stand it, it would include all sorts of impacts impartially, and I 
think that that is the way it ought to be. 

Amendments of section 3 (c) (2) will allow increases over the formula 
amount in strictly defined special circumstances where the formula 
is obviously inadequate. There is similar administrative leeway in 
the present law. 

An amendment of section 3 (d) will change the standard for deter- 
mination of the local contribution rate from ‘‘most nearly comparable”’ 
school districts in the same State to school districts which are “gen- 
erally comparable,” making administration less difficult. 
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Provision is made for determination by the Commissioner of the 
shares of Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Guam, Wake Island, and the 
Virgin Islands outside the formula of the law. We approve of this, 
because conditions in these areas do not permit strict use of the 
formula, but we believe the Canal Zone should be added to the list. 

Payments will be based on a 5-percent increase in federally con- 
nected children over the preceding year, rather than an average 
increase in the number of such children of 10 percent over the preced- 
ing 3 years. This will reduce administrative costs. We also like the 
part of section 4 (a) which provides that a district qualifies only for 2 
rather than for 3 years on the basis of an increase in the number of 
federally connected children exceeding 5 percent. 

There is a prevision which will permit elimination of deficit opera- 
tion under section 4 (b), which at present deals with an increase 
between 1939 and 1950 of 25 percent or more in the number of federally ° 
connected children in average daily attendance. 

Mr. Battey. Would you mind reading that again? 

Dr. Fuutier. There is a provision which will permit elimination of 
deficit operation under section 4 (b), which at present deals with an 
increase between 1939 and 1950 of 25 percent or more in the number 
of federally connected children in average daily attendance. The 
amendment would base the amount to be paid during the last year 
of the operation of the section (ending June 30, 1954) on payments 
made during the current fiscal year (ending June 30, 1953). These 
are important provisions to simplify administration, and as far as | 
can see, the results would be fully as accurate as though you went 
through all of the administrative rituals that would be necessary 
to compute it on a more complex basis. 

Mr. Bartey. What is your reaction to the increased percentage for 
qualification? 

Dr. Futuer. Are you referring now to the absorption? 

Mr. Batruey. Yes. 

Dr. Futier. I am going to deal with that later, and my reaction is 
that I do not like it particularly. 

a Baitey. Pardon me for raising the point at this time. Go 
ahead. 

Dr. Futuer. The draft bill correctly eliminates provisions of the 
present sections 3 (d) and 4 (d), which bar aid to school districts with 
an average daily attendance of 35,000 or more pupils. They must 
be considered along with the 3 percent absorption and other features 
to be discussed later in order to estimate their benefits to the populous 
districts affected and their effect on Federal costs. 

Provision is made to transfer Federal responsibility for the educa- 
tion of Indian children, except in federally operated schools on Federal 
property, from the Bureau of Indian Affairs to the United States 
Office of Education. The adjustments with relation to the Johnson- 
O’Malley Act can be made before the effective date of July 1, 1954. 
As the Indian population is integrated further into the general popula- 
tion in accord with the established Federal policy, the Congress, we 
believe, could well consider transfer of all educational responsibilit 
for Indians to the State and local school systems in cooperation with 
the United States Office of Education. 

We believe further improvements can be made, particularly in 
regard to certain sections of Public Law 874. Mr. Chairman, we desire 
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to make some further suggestions on the basis of experience with 
Public Law 874. The fact is that the present formula of Public Law 
874 discriminates against local school districts in the States which 
have high-level systems of State aid and favors those in States with 
low-level State-aid systems. The impacts of Public Law 874 on State- 
aid systems are undesirable. The draft bill offers no improvements on 
this important problem. In addition, there is still some discrimination 
against large school districts, even after the limitations of 35,000 pupils 
in the present sections 3 (d) and 4 (d) have been eliminated, because 
of the new 3-percent absorption feature in the bill now before you. 

We have definite suggestions to offer in regard to these deficiencies. 
Before doing so, however, I would like to comment briefly on the 
general theory of the present Public Law 874. In some wavs it is 
defensible, but in other ways it is unrealistic. It is not true that the 
Federal Government has assumed the same responsibility it would 
have if it had been a local taxpayer. 

The Federal Government has made no attempt to assess the value 
of its nontaxable property. It merely estimates its liability for school 
costs according to the additional school load caused by the Federal 
activity in or near the school district. The theory that the Federal 
Government is compensating the local district for the tax-exempt 
status of its property is honored more in the breach than in the observ- 
ance. Since section 2 is being permitted to expire, the declaration 
of section 1 (1) no longer applies to any part of the act. 

We approve of what has been done, but the truth is that the meas- 
urement of the Federal responsibility is not related to the value of 
the Federal property that is tax-exempt; the true theory of the law 
appears to be merely that the Federal Government has agreed that 
it is obligated to pay for a reasonable part of the educational burden 
its activities have caused. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the practical effect of State-aid sys- 
tems on federally burdened districts is an important factor in deter- 
mining the true Federal responsibility in those districts. 

The positive suggestions I am about to make, Mr. Chairman, would 
seek to achieve a more equitable distribution of the Federal funds. 
Adoption of these suggestions would do much to eliminate the strong 
financial incentives now offered to States to lower their own State 
aid to local schools or to pass State legislation which would in effect 
substitute Federal funds for State funds. We believe our proposals 
would also make the laws more equitable concerning large school dis- 
tricts. Provisions would be eliminated which now encourage States 
to maintain inefficient school districts in order to receive more Federal 
funds. All these suggested changes, we are convinced, fall squarely 
within the real theory of the laws as it exists.in fact. 

On eligibility and entitlement, to deal with the sections affecting 
large school districts first, we propose that the following sentence be 
added to Publie Law 874, new section 3 (c) (1): 

In computing eligibility and entitlement under this section when the Federal 
burden is concentrated in one or more local attendance areas established prior to 
January 1, 1953, within any school district having an extensive geographical area, 
such as a county school district in a so-called county unit State or a centralized 
school district composed of several former districts, the Commissioner shall de- 
termine eligibility and entitlement under section 3 on the basis of the combined 
area of the local attendance areas affected, without regard to the unaffected 
portion of the school district. This provision shall not apply to any distriet which 
meets the eligibility requirements when considered as a whole. 
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The reasons for this suggestion are clear. When a State is organized 
into county school districts such as in West Virginia, Florida, Utah 
Maryland and elsewhere, for instance, the attendance units in one 
portion of a large county district may be seriously affected by increased 
enrollment due to Federal activities, but the county may be so large 
that the entire district is made ineligible. If these exact conditions 
were to exist in another State having thousands or even hundreds 
of small school districts, areas corresponding to the attendance units 
of the county school district would themselves be districts. As 
districts, they would be eligible for Federal funds under Public Law 
874. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that when a State has organized 
itself into large school districts, whether as county units or in re- 
organized local districts, that the type of district organization alone 
ought not to eliminate eligibility under Public Law 874. 

Section 2(c) of the old law allowed option in cases where the dis- 
trict had consolidated since 1938. You could measure under that 
provision by the old districts or by the new combined district. See- 
tion 2, of course, is being allowed to lapse in the present draft. 

The proposal here is to determine the eligibility of an otherwise 
ineligible large district by the situation in its federally burdened 
elementary and secondary school attendance units, that is, the areas 
from which pupils were authorized, prior to January 1, 1953, to attend 
elementary and secondary school buildings located within the district. 

The January 1, 1953 provision is put in there to prevent gerry- 
mandering, to receive funds by changing the lines of the attendance 
units within these large districts. It would make it impossible to 
gerrvmander the attendance unit areas. 

Mr. Battry. Also, it was done prior to 1953. 

Dr. Futter. And, of course, the January 1, 1953 date is past. 

Mr. Battery. I think your idea is an excellent one, and it is worth 
further perusal on the part of the committee. 

Dr. Fuuver. | appreciate that, Mr. Bailey. 

The lines of these attendance units are easily ascertained and the 
Federal impact can be measured as accurately as it could have been 
measured had these attendance units themselves been regular local 
school districts. The new and stricter application of the absorption 
clause under the amendments proposed in the draft bill, Mr. Chairman, 
makes this amendment even more imperative than it has been under 
the present Public Law 874. Even at present, lack of such provision 
has led to indefensible inequalities. 

I know you are aware, Mr. Chairman, that such adjustments have 
already been made in regard to Public Law 815, where affected areas 
which are only part of such large school districts have been adminis- 
tratively designated and dealt with apart from the unaffected areas 
of the district. We believe this plan is entirely practicable for 
Public Law 874 and we ask that it be authorized in the new law. 
It would for the first time make Public Law 874 reasonably equitable 
in determining eligibility and entitlement among all school districts 
in all States. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposed amendments to Public Law 874 pro- 
vide that local school districts must absorb 3 percent of the attend- 
ance of federally connected children and that thereafter this attend- 
ance of federally connected children shall be subtracted from the 
total attendance of non-Federal children (rather than from the total 
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attendance of all children) in computing the Federal funds due to 
the district. 

Even if it is made possible to mark off the federally burdened 
attendance unit areas and to measure the district’s eligibilitv by the 
situation in these considered alone, this provision will still discriminate 
against some geographically large school districts. We believe the 
absorption feature is defensible as applied to many school districts 
as an economy measure, but that its inequities in regard to large and 
populous districts outweigh its values after the absorption rate exceeds 
2 percent. Accordingly, we recommend that your committee reduce 
the absorption rate from 3 percent to 2 percent, if the absorption 
clause is retained in the final legislation recommended. 

Secondly, I would like to speak on proposals relating to rate per 
eligible pupil. 

To deal with the problem of discriminations in the rate per eligible 
pupil affecting school districts in States with high-level State aid 
systems is very difficult. In the 1952 report on Pulbic Law 874, 9 
of the less economically able States are shown to have received under 
Public Law 874 considerably less than one-half as much per pupil as 
was received under similar conditions of need in the other and more 
economically favored States. During the fiscal vear 1950, these 9 
States had State aid systems which paid to local districts from State 
funds an average of 65 percent of all current pupil costs in public 
elementary and secondary schools. The other State aid systems 
averaged about 35 percent of the current pupil cost in the same vear, 
This megns that in the 9 States the local contribution rate was less 
than 35 percent of a very low total local and State cost; at the same 
time school districts in the wealthier States had a local contribution 
rate of approximately 65 percent of a much higher cost per pupil from 
State and local funds. 

This situation is clearly inequitable and cannot be justified. Indi- 
vidual cases are shocking when analyzed. 

Mr. Battery. May I interrupt at this point? The committee has 
given consideration and in the rough draft of legislation prepared 
prior to the adjournment of the 82d Congress, we had seriously con- 
sidered the imposing of floors and ceilings in an effort to equalize this. 
Do you approve of the idea? 

Dr. Futuer. I am going to make a definite recommendation. 

Mr. Battery. Again let me apologize for interrupting you. Go 
ahead, and I will ask questions after you are through. 

Dr. Futter. I am glad to have those interruptions. It allows me 
to catch my breath and to clarify my thoughts. 

For instance, in the 1952 report, federally burdened districts in 
North Carolina are shown to have received $37.06 per eligible pupil 
under Public Law 874. At the same time a much wealthier State 
received $244.24 per eligible pupil from Federal funds. This was due 
to the fact that nearly 80 percent of the per pupil cost in North Caro- 
lina was paid from State aid funds while a much lower percentage was 

aid from State aid funds in the wealthier State. A secondary reason 
is the size of the school districts, which I have already mentioned. 

These facts make it clear, Mr. Chairman, that Public Law 874 has 
not yet dealt fairly with the federally burdened districts in the States 
with high-level State aid systems, which are also in most instances 
the poorer States. There may not be any entirely satisfactory solu- 
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tion. We are certain, however, that the Federal Government cannot 
be justified in paying several times as much per pupil to local districts 
in a financially strong State as it pays to local districts in a financially 
weak State under identical circumstances. 

We propose, therefore, that the minimum local contribution rate 
established under the amended Public Law 874 shall be that of all 
generally comparable schoo] districts in the same State as provided 
in the draft bill, but that it shall not in any school district be less 
than three-quarters of the national average of the local contribution 
rates of all local school districts throughout the country. We are 
informed that this provision would make the minimum Federal pay- 
ment approximately $90 per pupil per year. The result would obvi- 
ously be a more equitable distribution of funds among all districts 
receiving assistance. We respectfully urge you to add this provision 
to the revised Public Law 874. 

We have received rough approximations from the United States 
Office of Edycation concerning the financial implications of our sug- 
gestions. The 3 percent absorption feature of the draft bill would 
probably reduce the cost of the present Public Law 874 by about 
$13,500,000. The saving would be reduced to approximately $11 
million per year compared with the present law if the absorption rate 
is fixed at 2 percent as we have recommended. That is instead of 
3 percent as in the draft bill. 

The saving over the present law would be further reduced by some 
$3 million per year if the indefensible inequities in computing local 
contribution rates were corrected by a statutory minimum of three- 
fourths of the national average local contribution rate, or approxi- 
mately $90 per eligible pupil, but there would still be a saving of about 
$8 million per vear; that is, over the present law. 

Some of the other amendments add and others subtract from the 
probable cost, so that they tend to offset each other. Altogether, the 
Federal cost would be somewhat reduced from the Federal cost under 
the present law if the draft bill were adopted with the further amend- 
ments we have suggested. 

Mr. Chairman, may | again emphasize that neither the eligibility 
nor the rate provisions of Public Law 874 are related closely enough 
to the actual Federal impact and the actual educational needs caused 
by those impacts. The practical effect of Public Law 874 at the pres- 
ent time is to discriminate against large school districts and against 
districts in States with the best State aid systems. The school dis- 
tricts in the poorest States usually receive the smallest amounts. 
The school districts in the richest States usually receive very much 
greater amounts under almost identical circumstances. This is a 
serious defect in Public Law 874, Mr. Chairman, and it encourages 
States to maintain low-level and ineffective systems of State financial 
aids to school districts. 

It is just exactly the opposite of equalization. It rewards the rich 
several times over what it gives to those that are less competent to 
pay, and it is not a fair result. It discourages the assumption by the 
States of more financial responsibility for education because when 
they raise the level of State aid to schools they automatically decrease 
the Federal payments under Public Law 874 to federally burdened 
school districts in the State. 
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It will eventually make inevitable undesirable State legislation to 
substitute Federal for State funds in the least economically able 
States now so incredibly discriminated against. One State already 
computes half of its Federal aid as local funds in computing State aid. 

In order to promote equitable treatment and to avoid the unde- 
sirable results of the present inequities in both the present Public 
Law 874 and the draft bill before you, Mr. Chairman, we urge careful 
consideration of the suggestions we have made. 

I appreciate the opportunity you have afforded me to be heard on 
behalf of the three important professional organizations I have repre- 
sented here today, and we stand ready to assist you in your difficult 
task in any way we ean. 

Chairman McConne wu. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Kearns. I want to compliment the gentleman for this fine 
statement and to support vou in your concepts about the idea that 
we cannot penalize the States that have a good educational system 
and have made the steps toward providing for good edugational pro- 
grams to the children of that State in this law. It has been an 
infraction there that is poorly conceived, that point of it, and surely 
it must be corrected. 

I sincerely hope that the committee will take the very good advice 
you have given us and incorporate that in the new law as we amend it. 

Dr. Futter. | might say | appreciate those comments very much. 
The proposal here of a partial floor of $90 which is three-fourths of the 
local contribution rate for all of the school districts in all of the States 
of the country is only a very partial remedy. It does not go very far. 
It merely eliminates some of the worst of the inequalities. 

But, because of the very great variation in the State-aid svstems, 
which range all the way from about 2 percent of the total cost in 
Nebraska to 89 percent in Delaware, the practical result of the law is 
that the States which have the high-level State aid svstems have had 
to inaugurate those systems simply because their local districts in so 
many instances were unable to support a decent minimum program of 
edueation, 

So these poorer States taken as a group pay two-thirds from State 
funds and one-third from local. The States which are in better con- 
dition financially and which have the wealth distributed pretty well 
throughout the whole State in all of the districts have not gone in so 
much for State aid, and so they pay on the average only one-third 
from State funds and two-thirds from local funds. 

As [ attempted to indicate, the theory that the Federal Government 
is a local taxpayer never was adopted in the administration of this law 
because no Federal properties have ever been assessed. The educational 
load is the real theory, the basic theory upon which this rests. It is the 
Federal responsibility for the educational load which is placed upon 
local school districts because of Federal activities. 

Mr. Kearns. That is your formula, in other words? 

Dr. Futter. That is really the basic approach, and the formula is 
really based on that. 

Mr. Kearns. That is right. 

Dr. Futter. But you see, we have this unfortunate situation in 
regard to State aid systems. s 

Mr. Baitey. There is one other angle there, Dr. Fuller, which was 
brought up, I believe, in previous testimony, and that is you get away 
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from the idea of comparable educational opportunities afforded, we 
will say, in these wealthier States. Your contribution there, your 
proposed contribution, minimum of $90, would not supply the State 
of Illinois, where their average per capita cost is $244, and it would 
not supply them with a comparable type of education. That is not the 
education they have been accustomed to. 

Dr. Futier. The figure in Illinois, $244, is just the Federal aid to 
Illinois, and not the total cost. You would have to add to that the 
State aid and the small amount of Federal aid which might come by 
way of vocational education acts and others to get the total cost. 

Mr. Bartey. I am sold on the idea of fixing a minimum payment, 
but maybe it should be aimed at increasing the payments in the States 
that have State aid funds, like North Carolina, and reduei ing the pay- 
ment on a percentage basis to the States where most of the contri- 
butions are local. 

Dr. Futter. Well, Mr. Bailey, I believe that the really determining 
factor here could be dealt with as a percentage. The State of Wash- 
ington, for instance, is not regarded as a poor State. It is economi- 
cally at least average or somewhat above the average of the 48 States. 
And vet the State of Washington has a very high-level State aid 
system. It is around 85 percent, varving from year to vear, but 
around 85 percent ordinarily of the total elementary and secondary 
current costs in Washington are paid from State funds. 

That means that the State of Washington is drawing a very low 
per pupil amount under these laws, even though it has probably the 
fifth or sixth largest per pupil cost from all sources combined of all 
of the States in the country. 

The State that gets the very least under ihis law is New Mexico, 
and again it is due to two facts. One reason—-and the most important 
one—is that New Mexico has above 85 percent State aid, so that the 
local district contribution is only about 15 percent of the total cost. 
New Mexico is not regarded as one of the poorer States; it ranks 
somewhere around the middle of the 48 States. 

Mr. Barttey. What is the State contribution per capita in my 
State? Somewhere up in the seventies, is it not? That is, West 
Virginia. 

Dr. Futter. It was one of those 9 that I computed, roughly, which 
averaged 65 percent. And West Virginia, is another State which has 
the county unit system. 

Mr. Battery. We have no school district that qualifies under 815 
and only 1 that qualifies under 874. 

Dr. Futter. The reason is not a question of need in a locality, it 
is a question of how your State happens to be organized. You have 
a very serious impact in one corner of a large county district. When 
you begin to compute the burden of tiie Federal Government, you 
count all the children, perhaps 50 miles distant. In a large county in 
the west it could be a distance of 50 or 75 miles where there is almost 
no Federal impact at all. And the children in the unaffected areas 
of that district dilute the formula so that there is no eligibility. 
And in exactly the same situation where a State has a poor system, it 
is rewarded, because it has an outmoded district structure. Then it 
is rewarded with 150 or 200 or 250 dollars a pupil. Those are in- 
equities that I think are widely recognized, and they do not square 
with the theory of the Federal Government as a local taxpayer. 
34851—53——18 
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But, as I pointed out, that theory has never been followed anyway. 
The Federal Government is trying to take care of the impact that it 
has caused on these districts. That involves all the other sources for 
funds and it involves their financial capacities. So I think it would 
be fair to write a floor, whether it is three-fourths of the national 
average local contribution rate or some other floor. 

It seems to me that one of the worst inequities in the law could 
be helped somewhat, but it would still be inequitable. 

Illinois would still get almost three times as much per pupil as 
North Carolina, even if this floor is written im. I think under any 
of the economic criteria, Illinois is able to support education at least 
as well as North Carolina, and ought not to get three times as much 
in pupil aid from the Federal Government. 

Mr. Kearns. And then, Mr. Fuller, vou outlaw setting up any 
false financial potential there, too. 

Dr. Futter. The fact that concerns the chief State school officers, 
at least a number of them with whom I have talked, is that these 
laws now provide incentives which are in the wrong direction. They 
encourage the State to do what it ought not to do. They penalize 
the State if it does what it should do. Those incentives for 1 year, 
or 2 years, or 3 vears have not been noticed too much. The law is 
new. People have not begun to analyze its effects. 

Mr. Kearns. Now you have the problem. 

Dr. Futter. But now, every State legislature is going to be tempted 
to write some State laws, especially in those States which receive 
small per pupil benefits, which will substitute, in effect, Federal funds 
for State funds. 

Chairman McConnewi. As | gather from your discussion here, 
it is vour definite opinion and intention not to encourage the States 
to cut down their State aid, is that not correct? 

Dr. Futter. That is right. 

Chairman Your philosophy or belief is that the 
States should be encouraged to provide as much aid as possible, the 
maximum? 

Dr. Futter. We believe 100 percent in local and State control of 
education. We believe that the State ought to furnish, according to 
the condition in the State, a proportion of funds large enough to enable 
every local district in that State to support a defensible educational 
program, with a reasonable and not confiscatory local real estate tax, 
With that viewpoint, vou see, and with the fight which is going on in 
some States which have low-level State-aid systems, it is rather dis- 
couraging to have a Federal law provide an incentive to reduce State 
aid or to prevent a State legislature from raising State aid, which is 
exactly what this law does, in effect. 

The State of California, I understand, has a law now which charges 
half of all of the Public Law 874 funds to the local school district as 
a deduction from State aid to that district. There will be a conflict, 
Mr. Chairman, between the Federal law and all kinds of State laws 
which will present even constitutional difficulties and legal difficulties 
of a very complex nature. How will the school district know if for 
instance, the Federal Government says, ‘‘ You can’t take out the Fed- 
eral funds from your State aid,’”’ and the State says, “‘We won't pay 
State aid unless we count the Federal funds as local funds.”’ 
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If there is that conflict of laws, we are going to have increasingly, 
as the years go on, a very, very serious situation. And the incentives 
are in the wrong direction. It seems to me this is a problem to which 
the committee could give very careful and close attention. See if the 
incentives of this law, even if they are still in the wrong direction for 
State-aid systems, and even if they are still in the wrong direction for 
States which want to reorganize thousands of school distriets into more 
effective local school districts, cannot be reduced somewhat. ‘That is 
what I am in effect suggesting here. 

Mr. Krarns. Mr. Chairman, I would like to call the committee's 
attention to the fact we are coping with all Federal aid in the bill that 
Thruston Morton and I wrote, that we did the very thing here that 
Mr. Fuller is talking about by having those 14 States that we consid- 
ered in this poorer category and also in a poorer strata of education 
there, that they had to come up within themselves and meet require- 
ments before they could participate in any Federal aid. That is the 
solution to all this whole setup. Unless the State makes the right 
approach themselves and goes full out to help themselves, there never 
should be any idea of help from the Federal Government. 

We have definitely penalized, and in the bill we have seen it oper- 
ate—it is no reflection, Mr. Bailey, because we had to go through 
the trial and error system-——but now we know it has been in operation 
and we can go back and accept some of these good suggestions which 
Mr. Fuller has made here. 

Mr. BatLey. The gentleman from Pennsylvania will recall that we 
gave that situation very serious consideration in the draft of the bill 
that did not pass the 82d Congress. 

Mr. Kearns. I appreciate the gentleman from West Virginia was 
very sympathetic toward it, I reeall. 

Mr. Barven. Let me say this at this point, when you are discussing 
the State and the counties. I will say, for North Carolina, at one 
time our school situation in North Carolina was quite spotty. There 
were districts that could not run their schools but 3 months, 4 months, 
6 months, some 9 months, some 8 months. And out of that very 
unworkable situation grew the equalization idea for the State to equal- 
ize by paying to these districts a certain amount of money to try to 
bring their standards up. 

The first thing we knew some rather unworkable situations grew up 
with that, and of course possibly a little politics got into that. Some 
of the areas felt that they were very definitely discriminated against. 
And all this time, though, many of the districts had levied taxes far 
beyond their ability to pay. Thev were just confiscatory in their 
amounts. In my home county, the bonds got down, | think, to 12 
or 14. In the adjoining county their bonds went down to 12, I 
believe. So it was not a question of handling any more bonds. 
Those bonds are still being paid. So along came the idea that we 
would pass a sales tax to keep our schools open, and then distribute 
the money and have a high rate of State aid. Well, the rate of State 
aid never has reached the point that it takes care of the situation or 
the condition that was created back when we had the other system. 

Now we are faced with the situation of millions and millions of 
dollars in bonds outstanding, trying to keep an impossible situation in 
operation, and they are still burdened with that. Along comes the 
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State-aid system and puts a sales tax on top of what they have already 
been paying. So now they are paying the State-aid sales tax and 
carrying the old obligation that has built up on them. That has not 
discouraged them, though, because last year we voted 2 billion addi- 
tional bonds. Of course I do not have to tell Mr. Bailey, certainly, 
that we were in a pretty serious situation down there in the question 
of schools. 

The theory in hack of this bill, 1 mean when we passed it originally, 
was good, and history has taught us much in this field. I expect vou, 
vourself, have learned quite a bit from following the operation of this 
bill, learned about things we had not really given consideration to in 
the beginning. Just how we will work out this distribution I do not 
know. But the gentleman is absolutely correct when he says even 
though we were prompted by the most laudable intentions the actual 
operation has been to discourage the very thing that we do not want 
to discourage. It is working in reverse. Probably vou would say 
“Well, of course you have to be the one being stepped on.”’ But by 
the same token I was one of the ones that was interested in putting 
over this bill, and very active in it. And Mr. Bailey is another one 
that the horse is standing upon. Anyway, something is on us. 

So our system we do not want to change, but we hope to improve 
our system. But we just might as well again be practical and realize 
that there would be a tendency on the part of the legislature to make 
an exception for the area. There are several areas in the eastern part 
of the State where the Federal Government has just about taken over. 

The people in my section are just about loaded up with taxes. I 
doubt if there is 15 percent of any section of this country that pays 
the rate of taxes that we do, and the great bulk of it goes to our schools, 
as far as that is concerned. 

We do more, we put forth more effort, we are putting more in it and 
the way it operates is that we get the least out. There is no reward 
for effort, as far as that is concerned. But we have learned a lot out 
of the operation of this law. I say the Commissioner’s office has done 
a grand job in administering it. They have worked hard to try to make 
it as equitable as possible. But we just gave them a chart to go by 
and they had to go by it. 

There is one other thing that I wanted to mention to you, Dr. Fuller: 
1 have raised the question once or twice about these schools on Govern- 
ment bases, where it is wholly a Federal operation. What is your reac- 
tion to the possibility of the United States Commissioner of Education 
running the schools? 

Dr. Futver. Well, it is a little short of violet, as I believe I said in 
response to the chairman’s comment a while ago. Educators in this 
country, perhaps more than any other single group of the population, 
are local minded and State minded, and anti-Federal when it comes to 
controls over educational programs. We would not want the Federal 
Government to operate schools. I suppose it would be ideal if never 
in any instance did a Federal agency have to operate schools in the 
elementary and secondary fields at least. If you start at the other end, 
you have West Point and Annapolis and a few institutions that are 
operated by the Federal Government. But in the elementary and 
secondary field, it seems to me that our very form of government in 
the long run depends a great deal on keeping the educational process 
close to the people and not permitting the control of it to be centralized, 
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We have 70,000 local school districts in this country, and we have 
the State school systems which have the legal authority, because 
education in legal theory is a State function. As a representative 
here of the State officials who are responsible for the administration of 
the State school systems and who have a great many contacts with all 
the local school districts within their States, it falls to my lot to be 
very careful about Federal controls of all kinds. Of course, the ulti- 
mate Federal control is Federal operation. We would be against it 
whether it is by the Army, the Navy, the Air Corps or the United 
States Commissioner of Education, except that we have to, in certain 
practical circumstances, make a few exceptions, | think. 

Mr. Barpren. By those exceptions, | presume you would mean 
where there is an Army base and the commanding general is in charge 
of that base, and he operates under orders from either the War 
Department or the President of the United States, and he has absolute 
control of that base. If it should reach the point where the local unit 
did not care to operate the schools, the State did not care to operate 
the schools, if any branch or arm of the Federal Government must 
operate the schools there, then your position would be to let the Army 
and the Navy operate it and have the responsibility rather than the 
Commissioner of Education of the United States. 

Dr. FuuLLer. | am not too certain about that, Mr. Barden. I dis- 
like so much the idea of either one of them doing it that it is a choice 
between evils. 

Mr. Barpen. | will try to pin it a little closer. We will take some 
of the bases, for instance, that are from 15 to 30 miles in length and 
width and so forth. Take Fort Bragg, which is the largest artillery 
setup in the United States, and I expect one of the largest bases in the 
United States. I take it that you would say that it is impractical to 
draw all of those children off of that base. 

Dr. Futter. But it would not be impractical to make a contract 
with an adjoining school district to operate a school. 

Mr. Barpen. All right. It has proven to be impracticable because 
the adjoining districts do not want the responsibility, and will not 
accept it. You certainly cannot make them accept it. It has not 
proven practical because the State administrator refused to operate it 
because there is the conflict of jurisdiction. The commanding general 
is in absolute control, and the State commissioner does not relish that, 
for after all he is just getting an armful of headaches for no good 
purpose. 

Now when you reach that situation, it is impracticable to bring 
them off, it is impossible to get an adjoining school district to operate 
it, it is impossible to get the State commissioner to operate it, then 
vou get down to the point of who will operate it. Do you want the 
United States Commissioner of Education from Washington going 
down there running schools? 

Dr. Futver. I think I would try to decentralize the evil by letting 
each general run his own school temporarily. 

Mr. Barpen. I thought we both arrived at that. I must say you 
were hard to pin on it. 

Dr. Futter. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that bascially there 
ought to be encouragement at every point for the local and State 
educational authorities to assume responsibility for the education of 
all the children within their borders. That applies to Indians and it 
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applies to all the other groups. The Bureau of Indian Affairs of the 
Department of the Interior operates schools. It also has all sorts of 
contractual arrangements, all the kinds that you could possibly think 
of, some with State, some with local districts. The tendency there, 
it seems to me, should be to get State and local responsibility for edu- 
cation in all fields. 

Mr. Barpen. Dr. Fuller, that is what we had in mind when we 
wrote the original bill. We did not think there would be any hitch 
on that. But it has developed. 

Dr. Futier. Well, it is on the matter of the fairness of allotments, 
really; the number one hitch, at least. The schools on bases which 
are the result of a reluctance or refusal of local or State educational 
officials to assume the responsibility, present to me almost an insoluble 
problem. I suppose they ought to be run just for each base, and no 
Federal system of elementary and secondary school operation set up 
under the Commission. I think I would agree to that. 

Mr. Barpen. Let me bring this to your attention: It is not just 
arbitrariness on the part of the local school districts or the State men. 
They are not just people who want to go in reverse. But it presents 
a rather touchy situation. For instance, you can take in my State, 
take at Camp Lejeune. They have a civil-service rate of pay down 
there. Their salaries are far superior to the teachers. They have a 
different setup. They have different transportation systems. The 
general issues the orders as to how they shall be transferred. There 
are many other things that tend to make the school there more effi- 
cient. There is no question about that. And much more expensive. 
It is justified on the ground that those kids are shuttled about all over 
the United States. hey will go 4 months to this school, 2 months to 
another school, and wind up at another school. They are more 
expensive to educate, they are more difficult to handle. I can see the 
commanding general’s point of view. Yet you can see the Commis- 
sioner of Education’s point of view, that the very minute he would 
begin to pay those teachers considerably more than he did the adjoin- 
ing school district, then the roof would blow off. So he would be in 
trouble from one end of his State to the other with no way to get out 
of it, and no good coming to him other than the satisfaction of having 
rendered some service to the program of education. 

So what I say is not in criticism of either the generals or the Com- 
missioner of Education or the local school district. It presents a prob- 
lem that they simply do not relish becoming entangled with. When 
you go into these other school districts, even the ones to which you refer, 
where for instance there is this situation in my section of North Caro- 
lina where there is only $37 paid, the most expensive children to handle 
are these Government children that we seek to give some relief for. 
They have attended many schools, they are hard to classify, and they 
are difficult to deal with because the schools in other States are run 
differently. 

Dr. Futter. And a great deal of transportation costs, too, some- 
times. 

Mr. Barpen. The what? 

Dr. Fuutuer. Transportation costs are high, too, are they not? 

Mr. Barven. Yes. So in line with your suggestion about some 
kind of an equalization fund, it is certainly most timely and appro- 
priate because right now the small amount that is paid into those 
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schools, virtually all of it is absorbed in additional troubles, costs, and 
expenses that would not normally be in school expenses in dealing 
with their homefolks, you might say, children that have been in that 
school all the time. 

That is all I have. 

Chairman McConnetu. Any other questions? 

Thank you, Dr. Fuller. 

Dr. Futter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McConnetyt. We appreciate your assistance to the 
committee. 

Mr. Battey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say this: I hope when 
we get to writing this bill Dr. Fuller will be available if we need to 
ask him in. 

Dr. Futuer. I would be glad to work up to 15 hours a day on it, if 
I could be of any help. 

Chairman McConne.tu. Thank you. We appreciate that very 
much. 

The next witness is Mr. L. P. Sturgeon, associate State commis- 
sioner of education, Austin, Tex. You may proceed, Mr. Sturgeon. 


STATEMENT OF L. P. STURGEON, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER OF 
EDUCATION, STATE OF TEXAS, AUSTIN, TEX. 


Mr. SturGeon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it 
is a pleasure for me to be here this morning because I appreciate the 
opportunity to express to this committee our deep gratitude to you . 
for having had a material part in enacting Public Law 874 and 815. 
I had the opportunity of meeting Mr. Bailey in San Antonio almost 
4 years ago while he was studying this problem from the field. I have 
worked as a superintendent and have been connected with this program 
since 1941, and for the past 4 years I have been associated with the 
State department of education. 

The laws which are now in operation are basically sound, and have 
met a real need in these defense affected areas. The United States 
Office of Education has done a great job in administering this program. 
It is my purpose to present to you very briefly our situation in Texas. 

Texas is almost a medium State insofar as the program is concerned. 
We do not have some of the problems that have been discussed here 
by other witnesses. I speak for all of the schools in the State who 
are participating in the program. We have 2,036 operating districts 
and 229 of those districts are affected by Federal activities to the 
extent that they have need for and receive funds under Public Law 874. 

During 1952-53, the current year, we have 62,000 pupils who are 
classified either as 3a or 3b pupils. That represents a 20 percent 
increase over 1951-52, which signifies the increase in defense activity 
in the State of Texas. 

We have this vear 5,030 pupils who qualify under section 3e of the 
present Public Law 874, 2,607 qualified under section 4a, and 4,486 
are classified as 4b. Our 229 districts have an entitlement for the 
current vear of $4,300,000, approximately. The effect of the proposed 
legislation on our maintenance and operation program is somewhat 
to this effect: 

If the absorption feature that is included in the proposed Senate 
bill is included, Texas will lose 29 percent of its funds now being earned 
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under 3a and 3b, and an additional 15 percent will be lost because of 
the elimination of section 3e. This 44 percent loss under section 3 
will total $1,548,000, which will be a severe blow to those 229 school 
districts. It is our recommendation, and we have considered with a 
majority of our affected school districts, that Public Law 874 should 
be reenacted in somewhat its present form to extend through the 
fiscal vear 1956. In the event new legislation is enacted and the 
present bill is not continued in its present existing form, we think that 
two matters need to be called to the attention of this committee: 

First, that there should be some emergency relief for districts which 
experience an unusual increase in section 3 pupils but who for some 
reason do not qualify under section 4a, and second, we think that the 
3 percent absorption proposal should be stricken from the bill because 
of the mounting costs of public education and because of the severe 
loss which would result from its inclusion in the bill. 

Public Law 815 has been of great assistance to Texas. We have 
received under that law approximately $18 million in building assist- 
ance during the past 2 years. If Public Law 815 is not extended and 
no provision is made for additional appropriations, Texas will lose 
$11,870,821 in entitlements that are now supported by projects in the 
Commissioner’s office or by reimbursements requests filed in that 
office. 

These actions, in filing these applications, were taken in good faith 
by the local school districts, and failure of the Federal Government to 
supply the funds under the terms of the existing law will in effect 
repudiate its obligation. In the event that new legislation is enacted 
we would like to call to your attention these facts: 

If funds are not appropriated before June 30 to cover outstanding 
entitlements, the period of time for making such appropriations should 
be extended. Second, the present formula, included in Public Law 
815 should be substituted for the formula now proposed in Senate bill 
1596 to provide complete school facilities for Federal pupils. Forty- 
five percent of cost of minimum facilities would be of little assistance 
to a district which has exhausted its own resources. 

(3) Give careful consideration to establishing an entitlement pro- 
cedure to preserve the present entitlement policy of Public Law 815 
in order to insure more careful planning of construction and more 
orderly processing of applications, 

As vou know, 1596 does not establish entitlements. We feel there 
is a real danger involved there in that there will be no careful plan- 
ning nor orderly processing of applications. 

(4) The requirement for allotments on the basis of a critical defense 
area is of slight significance since such determination has little relation 
to the overall school program. 

Those critical areas are not determined on the basis of school need 
nor do school people have any great part in determining that such 
critical area shall be declared. 

Gertlemen, those are the statements that we have. We do not 
have the unusual problem of extremely low rate, nor are we fortunate 
enough to have the extremely high rate. Texas contributes approxi- 
mately 60 percent of the cost of the public-school program from the 
State level, and 40 percent from the local level, which gives us a rate 
of approximately $100 per pupil, which is slightly above the $90 that 
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was suggested a few moments ago. For that reason, then, we are very 
well pleased with the present bills. We think that the extension of 
those two bills, with the possibility that some minor amendments 
might be made, would suffice in our individual case. We do not in- 
tend to be selfish except in relation to our tidelands, perhaps, and we 
are willing to go along with other States in accepting such amendments 
as might give them relief. But ina very brief form, that is the picture 
as we have it in our State. 

Chairman McConne.u. Any questions of Mr. Sturgeon? 

Mr. Lucas. Mr. Chairman, | would like to say it is apparent that 
Mr. Sturgeon has given very serious study to this problem, and he 
has been helpful to the committee in bringing these views to us. | 
am sure they will be given serious consideration, Mr. Sturgeon. 

Mr. Srurceon. Thank you. 

Chairman McConne tei. Thank vou for appearing here. 

This will conclude the hearings for today. Tomorrow the com- 
mittee will meet on the final day of hearings at 10 a.m. The first 
witness will be Miss Mary Condon, State superintendent of public 
instruction, Helena, Mont.; at 11 a. m.. H. H. Chambers, superin- 
tendent of schools at Grand Prairie, Tex., and at 11:45 a. m., A. L. 
Woodruff, representing Des Moines County schools, Burlington, lowa. 

Before the committee adjourns, Congressman Robert C. Wilson of 
California has submitted a statement for the reeord, which concerns 
the conditions in his district of those school areas affected by Federal 
impact. Without objection Congressman Wilson’s statement will be 
received into the record. 

(The statemeni referred to follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE RoBerT C. Witson, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CoNGREss FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Thank you for the opportunity of presenting suggestions for revision or ex- 
tension of Public Law 815 as it applies to the needs of school districts in my area, 
the 30th Congressional District in San Diego County, San Diego, Calif. 

San Diego has suffered one of the greatest impacts of any area in the country 
because of the expanded military activities since June 30, 1950. 

Experiences gained by the school districts operating under Publie Law 815 
have shown gross inequity as they apply to our local situation. Surely, it was not 
intended in the law to heavily penalize school districts that have desperately 
attempted to help themselves. Yet we find specific instances in school districts 
such as Chula Vista and South Bay Union where school boards have bonded and 
taxed the community far in excess of State laws and have vet not received relief 
because of certain provisions of the old Publie Law 815. 

In addition, we have cases of entitlements that have been awarded and vet no 
funds have been made available by appropriations because of the priority system 
setup within the Office of Education. 

We are hopeful that deficiency appropriations will be made available to take 
care of these districts that had entitlements under the old law. If necessary a 
percentage system should be set up so that all schools with some legal entitlement 
would get a proportionate relief. I want to point out that appropriations for 
past entitlements would, in all cases that I know of, be used to build additional 
schools and thus will lessen the need for funds in the future. I realize this is a 
matter for the Appropriations Committee to consider, but I urge you to request 
action so that the provisions of the law will not be cireumvented by another com- 
mittee. 

The following specific suggestions were made by school officials for correcting 
the kinks in Publie Law 815. No attempt is made here to evaluate the individual 
merits of the various suggestions, but we assure you that the proposals have been 
given careful consideration by superintendents of our school districts who are 
daily facing the very real and critical problems of overflowing classrooms and half- 
day schedules for their young students. 
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SuGcEsTED PROVISIONS FOR REPLACING PuBLIC Law 815 


1. July 1, 1950, rather than July 1, 1951, should be considered the base date for 
determining increased enrollment. 

2. School constrnetion begun subject to July 1, 1950, should not be ineluded 
in setting up the criteria for entitlements. They should be considered as much 
o apne under Publie Law 874 in which children are calculated as of July 

1950. 

3. Entitlements established prior to June 30, 1952, should retain their eligibility 
under a new law. 

4. New need or impact since June 30, 1952, should receive priority treatment. 

5. Makeshift or inadequate rooms not in conformity with accepted require- 
ments should not be counted in considering the existing resources for the purpose 
of entitlements. 

6. Consideration should be given to school districts that have to levy taxes for 
building purposes beyond a set figure suggested at 35 cents per $100 property 
evaluation. 

7. Entitlements should be given to local districts entirely rather than being 
made available through the State, so that the State will not be encouraged to 
lower its contribution to those hard-hit districts receiving Federal funds. 

8. The suggestion has been made that defense workers in industries whose 
output is 75 percent or more for the Federal Government should be counted in 
considering entitlements. This amount could be computed in the gross and the 
amount of property tax paid to the local by such a firm could be deducted so that 
the net payment would be a measure of the impact and would not constitute 
double payment. 

9. It has been suggested that no change should be made in the qualification that 
cities concerned must be those whose school ADA was under 35,000 as of 1939. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present our case. I am hopeful that exten- 
sion of Public Law 815 for a specifie period will help our schools over the most 
critical hump in our history. 


Chairman McConnetu. We also have a communication from the 
Honorable John Jarman, which, if there are no objections, we will now 
make a part of the printed proceedings. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 

House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 16, 1953. 
Hon, Samuet K. McConne Jr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee of Committee on Education and Labor, 
United States Congress. 

Dear Co_teacue: I want to commend you and the other members of your 
committee for consideration given to legislation extending and amending Public 
Laws 815 and 874. I believe that the urgency of the problem with which this 
legislation deals is most acute and that this session of the Congress should give 
serious consideration toward extending these two laws. 

Generally, the school superintendents from my congressional district and the 
State of Oklahoma with whom I have had contact express opinions as follows: 

1. These two laws have done a reasonably good job in meeting the Federal 
responsibility to their school districts and should be extended with very minor 
changes. 

2. The proposed change requiring an absorption of the Federal pupils amounting 
to 3 percent of the non-Federal pupils will reduce the Federal funds due the dis- 
tricts to a point below what they believe the Federal responsibility to be. It is 
pointed out that over half of the districts qualifying for aid under Public Law 874 
did not qualify for aid under Public Law 815 and tbus were required to provide the 
full cost for school facilities. In most cases these were the school districts with the 
smaller impacts and those which will receive the largest monetary reductions under 
this absorption provision. Yet these districts, in providing these facilities, 
expended more local funds for the total education of a child (facilites and opera- 
tion) than they will receive for operation funds under the present formula from 
Public Law 874 in several years. To further reduce this help will simply add to 
the present inequity. 

3. The proposed change whereby the increased number of section 3 pupils may 
not be counted for aid unless the school can qualify under section 4 (a) will further 
reduce the funds to which many school districts are entitled. 
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4. The Federal Government should continue to assume the responsibility for 
its share of complete school facilities rather than reduce it to minimum school 
facilities. 

5. The change in the formula for determining the amount of money to be 
received for a section 3 (b) pupil from 70 percent of complete school facilities to 
45 percent of minimum school facilities will result in defeating the objective of 
the legislation for this section. They tell me that school facilities for such children 
cannot be built if such change is made. 

6. The remaining entitlement under Public Law 874 which expired June 30, 
1952, insofar as establishing entitlements is concerned should be paid. If this is 
not done, the time for making appropriations, which expires June 30, 1953, 
should be extended. 

I realize that each of these recommendations will increase the cost to the 
Federal Government. However, I believe that they have real merit and to that 
extent the Federal Government should not fail to meet its responsibilities to these 
school districts. 

Sincerely, 


JOHN JARMAN, Member of Congress. 
Chairman McConnett. The hearing will stand adjourned until 
10 a. m. tomorrow. 
(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the committee was recessed to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m. Wednesday, June 17, 1953.) 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED 
AREAS 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 17, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on Epvucation AND LaApor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
room 429, House Office Building, Hon. Samuel K. MeConnell, Jr. 
(chairman of the subcommittee), presiding. 

Present: Representatives MeConnell, Kearns (presiding), Holt, 
Barden, and Bailey. 

Present also: John O. Graham, chief clerk; Fred G. Hussey, minority 
clerk; Edward A. MeCabe, general counsel; Jock Hoghland, assistant 
general counsel; Russell C. Derrickson, chief investigator; and Ben 
H. Johnson, investigator. 

Mr. Krarns. The subcommittee will be in order. 

The first witness this morning will be Miss Mary Condon, State 
superintendent of public instruction, Helena, Mont. Miss Condon 
is a constituent of our distinguished member of the committee, 
Congressman Metcalf, and we are very happy to have the State super- 
intendent here, Congressman. 

She may proceed and either follow a written statement or improvise ; 
and the committee will be most happy to have her testimony at this 
time. 


STATEMENT OF MISS MARY CONDON, STATE SUPERINTENDENT 
OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION OF THE STATE OF MONTANA, 
HELENA, MONT. 


Miss Conpon. I am speaking particularly on the amendments or 
reenactment of Public Laws 815 and 874. [am not going to dwell at 
length on the general need for the laws, as I assume you have had 
many witnesses on that point. 

There is one particular part of the law, however, that we in Montana 
are particularly interested in, although | want to stress the point that 
we are interested in the whole law, too. 

I would like to read more or less from this testimony. 

Public Laws 874 and 815 have been a great benefit to certain school 
districts in Montana which have been burdened with additional school 
expenses due to some Federal activity. We feel that these laws during 
the past 2 years have dealt fairly with the districts eligible to receive 
these funds, and that the payments received have equalized the bur- 
den, according to the additional pupils involved. We also would like 
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to add that the Federal representatives administering these laws have 
been most cooperative with my department and local school dis- 
tricts involved. 

However, we have always felt that Public Law 815 had certain 
restrictions which prevented it from coming to the assistance of many 
school districts in Montana educating Indian pupils. This has been 
due to the fact that Public Law 815. stipulated that school districts 
could count eligible Indian pupils only to the extent that the current 
enrollment had increased over a base date of 1939-40. 

A school-district enrollment might be 90 percent Indian pupils and 
vet be able to count only 4 or 5 eligibles under Public Law 815, be- 
cause the enrollment had not shown an appreciable increase over 1939. 
It is our understanding that the proposed amendments being con- 
sidered at this time under Public Law 815 eliminate this basic date, 
and will solve the housing problems in these particular districts in 
Montana. The Indian reservation represents one of the oldest fed- 
erally impacted areas in the United States. 

The policy in Montana has been to place the Indians in the public 
schools as rapidly as possible. In many of these districts most of the 
land is tax-exempt reservation land; and, therefore, the problem of 
seeking sufficient funds through local bonding is insurmountable. The 
constitution of Montana provides for a bonding potential up to 5 per- 
cent of the assessed valuation of the district. Where most of the land 
in the district is tax-exempt land or other Federal land, this bonding 
potential is insignificant. 

According to figures already made available to you, Montana at 
the present time has some 2,085 Indian children requiring additional 
housing facilities, out of an enrollment of 4,375. We are not asking 
for construction aid for all school districts educating Indians, as those 
districts with the least amount of Federal tax-exempt land have al- 
ready taken care of the problem. 

We are asking for building assistance for those districts where the 
amount of tax valuation is extremely low, due to Federal tax-exempt 
land. Broken down, this total need includes some 496 Indian pupils 
in Glacier County in schools at Old Agency, Babb, and Browning; 375 
Indian pupils in Rosebud County in schools at Lame Deer and Lodge 
Pole; 129 Indian pupils in Lake County in schools at Arlee and Elmo; 
66 Indian pupils in Sanders County in schools at Dixon and Hot 
Springs; 430 pupils in Blaine County in schools at Poplar, Harlem, 
and Hays; 21 pupils in Phillips County in the Zortman school; 313 
Indian pupils in Roosevelt County in schools at Culbertson; Wolf 
Point, and Brockton; 15 pupils in Sheridan County in the school at 
Medicine Lake; 240 in Hill County in schools at Box Elder and Havre. 

It is also our understanding that proposed amendments to Public 
Law 815 provide that no school district will be able to count eligible 
pupils for construction purposes unless that particular area his been 
classified as a critical defense area. 

I have in mind a school district in Stillwater County, Mont. (Nye, 
district No. 31), where the American Chrome Co. has a contract with 
the United States of America, acting through the Defense Materials 
Procurement Agency, to furnish the Government with 900,000 tons 
of chrome concentrate. The Government is spending an estimated 
$1,815,000 in reequipping the property which is to be leased to the 
American Chrome Co. 
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The company has estimated that this fall there will be an additional 
minimum of 78 pupils at the mine site and some 12 additional at the 
mill site. The local school district has an operating school at the 
mill site and can take care of the situation for the additional pupils 
there. However, there is no school building at the mine site for the 
78 pupils, although some 12 of those pupils are high-school pupils 
and will be transported to town. 

Since Public Law 815 does not expire until June 30, the Defense 
Materials Procurement Agency cannot provide for se hoo! housing at 
the mine site, since the law states that as long as Public Law 815 is 
in operation no other agency of the Government can expend funds 
for the same purpose. If Public Law 815 is reenacted, this school 
district can be provided with funds for school housing only if the 
area is declared a critical defense area. 

We believe that this provision in the amendments to Public Law 
815 should be stricken, or assurance should be made to this particular 
area that it will be declared a critical defense area. This district No. 
31, if it were to use its full bonding potential of 5 percent, could bond 
for less than $20,000, a sum entirely inadequate to provide the neces- 
sary housing. The nearly $2 million being expended by the Federal 
Government to reequip the property will not increase the valuation 
of the property of the district on the taxrolls. However, the housing 
and other improvements being made by the American Chrome Co, 
will increase the taxrolls, but too late to help in the present emergency. 

Another situation in Montana which will bring out the need for 
reenactment of Public Laws 815 and 874 is in the Chester School 
District in Liberty County, Mont. Construction of the new Tiber 
Dam in this district has put a large burden on the people and will 
necessitate a new school building at the dam site for grades 1 to 6, 
additional facilities in the town school to take care of additional 
pupils in grades 7 to 12, and additional transportation facilities to 
carry pupils from the dam site to school in Chester. 

This particular district made application under Public Law 815 in 
1951. However, only preliminary work was being done at the dam 
site at Tiber. The need for additional school facilities in Chester 
was such that it was necessary to build at once, and the district did 
build a new school in Chester. Preconstruction work ceased at 
Tiber Dam during 1951-52 and therefore the previous application 
under Public Law 815 could not be followed through; however, the 
district was given an entitlement for the few pupils who had been at 
the dam site in 1951-52. Since this entitlement could not be col- 
lected it was transferred on the application to a reimbursement; and 
no funds have been available for reimbursement purposes under 
Public Law 815. 

In 1952 work on the Tiber Dam in this district began again and as 
stated above there will be some 60 pupils to be taken care of at the 
dam site with no facilities provided. The Reclamation Bureau did 
provide a building for school purposes at the dam site last year, but 
report they cannot do this in 1953-54. Since the school district in 
which the Hungry Horse Dam is located, and other similarly situated 
districts, have received funds under Public Law 815 in order to pro- 
vide school buildings and operation and maintenance money for these 
extra pupils, we believe it is only fair that these two bills should be 
reenacted in order to give the same equality and assistance to the 
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people and taxpavers of the Chester district in Liberty County, the 
Nve School District in Stillwater County, and the many school dis- 
tricts having Indian pupils enrolled. 

We sincerely hope that vou will see fit to reenact these two laws 
with amendments to: 

1. Provide for building assistance in districts burdened with some 
Federal activity, even though they have not been declared a critical 
defense area. 

2. Provide for districts educating Indian pupils, without a restric- 
tive date for increased enrollments. 

Mr. BatLtey. What is the total amount? 

Miss Connon. The total amount is 2,085. I want to stress the 
point that we have 4,375 children in school, but the others are taken 
care of all right without assistance. 

Federal support for school building purposes on Indian reservations 
is not new. This support has been given individual school districts 
in the United States on numerous occasions for the past 50 years. 
Most of these aids have been given by direct appropriation by Con- 
gress to the school district. Last year in Idaho, under the instigation 
of Senator Dworshak, a grant was made to a local district to take care 
of the Indian building needs. 

Some aid has been given school districts under Public Law 815 to 
school districts with tax-exempt Indian lands during the past 2 years. 
This is very commendable but the law has not taken care of the worst 
situations and the most needy school districts due to the provisions 
that entitlement is based on growth in enrollment since 1939. In 
Montana the last direct appropriation was in 1936 when 14 schools 
districts were given school building aid as follows: 


Lodge Grass, distriet No. 27 _. $80, 000 
Hardin, district No. 17H 158, 000 
Polson, district No. 23 ; 40, 000 
Arlee, district No.8 40, 000 
Ronan, distriet No. 28 60, 000 
Brockton, distriet No. 55 40, 000 
Frazer, district No. 2 25, 000 
Medicine Lake, district No. 7 25, 000 
Poplar, district No. 9 25, 000 
Wolf Point, distriet No. 45 ; 4 50, 000 
Browning, district No. 9 96, 500 
Blackfoot, district No. 1 neaeerae 1, 500 
Little Badger, district No. 50 3, 
Harlem, district No. 12 15, 000 


Since the direct appropriation of 1936, the school building situation 
in school districts on Indian reservations has grown extremely acute. 
In some instances the situation is so deplorable that conditions are 
disgraceful. The State of Montana has no legal machinery to allevi- 
ate this situation. The responsibility rests direetly upon the United 
States Federal Government. This responsibility is best illustrated 
by the following statistics, showing a number of acres on the reserva- 
tion and the number that is tax-exempt: 

On the Blackfeet Reservation there are 1,500,000 acres, of which 
1,260,000 is tax-exempt; on the northern Cheyenne, which I will speak 
of later, there are 550,000 acres, of which 420,000 is tax-exempt; on 
Crow Reservation there are 2,055,650 acres, of which 1,860,000 is tax- 
exempt; on Flathead Reservation, 1,243,000 acres, of which 655,000 
is tax-exempt; Fort Belknap Reservation, 1,350,000 acres, of which 
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687,000 is tax-exempt; Fort Peck Reservation, 2,500,000 acres, of 
which 1,260,000 is tax-exempt; Rocky Boy Reservation, 167,000 acres, 
of which 112,000 is tax-exempt. The totals are 9,365,650 acres, of 
which 6,254,000 is tax-exempt. 

I would like to show you this map that I have here, of a tax-exempt 
spread like that; and it is not all in one area. The white marks on the 
black area are the taxable lands and the black parts are nontaxable. 

Mr. Kearns. It looks like a chicken walked across there. 

Miss Conpon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bartey. You used the term “reservation.’’ Now, is the Indian 
Bureau of the Interior Department still conducting reservation 
schools? 

Miss Conpon. In Montana—I will have to go back and answer the 
question properly—yves, but in Montana we have almost all of the 
children in the public schools; that is in accordance with our policy, 
and theoretically the policy of the Indian Service. We want to stop 
them being just Indians and start them being first-class citizens like 
everyone else. 

Mr. Battery. This proposed amendment in the new legislation, 
will it provide for taking over the construction on the Indian reserva- 
tion schools? 

Miss Connon. In the law it provides that children in the Federal 
schools will not be considered in this bill, but we have gradually taken 
over those Federal schools. 

Mr. Battey. I would think that it would be fine if we forcibly 
provided over a period of the next few years to eliminate that. 

Miss Connon. | would like to speak briefly to that point in a few 
minutes. 

Mr. Baitey. All right. Go right along with your presentation. 

Miss Connon. Tlte Chippewa-Turtle Mountain allotments are 
scattered through all counties in the northern part of the State and 
no estimate of the acreage is available. 

The total taxable valuation of these lands would approximate $25 
million, which means that $250,000 of taxable income is lost for each 
10 mills of tax levy. The Federal Government is committed to the 
policy of supporting public education in areas where there are Federal 
tax-exempt lands. 

Congressional hearings of Public Law 815 resulted in a printed 
report on the findings of the subcommittee which conducted the 
hearings. The following excerpt on page 4 of the report No. 2810, 
House of Representatives, August 7, 1950, gives an important con- 
clusion of the committee: The subcommittee found that, basically, 
Federal activities place a financial burden on school districts for the 
following principal reasons: 

1. Federal acquisition and continued ownership of property reduces 
local tax income for school purposes. 

2. A Federal project or activity causes an influx of additional 
workers into a community, resulting ia a sudden increase in the number 
of children to be educated. 

Page 23 under the paragraph headed “Definitions” reads as follows: 

Indian lands, that is real property held in trust by the United States for indi- 
vidual Indian or Indian tribes and real property held by individual Indians or 
tribes which is subject to restriction on alienation imposed by the United States, 


are likewise within the definition of ‘“Federal property” as that term is used in 
the bill. 
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Impact upon public schools located on Indian reservations has been 
recognized for half a century by Federal reimbursement to these 
schools for the maintenance and operation of these schools. Occasion- 
ally the Federal Government has recognized the struggle of these 
school districts to provide school buildmgs because of low bonding 
power tn school districts with large amounts of tax-exempt Indian 
lands. The problem is not a new but a neglected one. 

Public Law 815 is fundamentally and basically wrong when applied 
to Indian reservations which is the oldest and the most moral respon- 
sibility of the Federal Government. It results in definite discrimina- 
tion against school districts on Indian reservations. 

Senator Dworshak attempted to correct this unfair policy through 
an amendment to Public Law 815 in 1951. His efforts, however, 
were nullified by a recommendation that the records did not indicate 
need for change in the law. 

The most urgent school building situation in the State of Montana 
could not be helped under the provisions of Public Law 815. The 
best illustration of this defect in Public Law 815 is the Lame Deer 
School District, No. 6, in Rosebud County. The Lame Deer School 
District is a large area. It comprises 106,380 acres of land and is 
located in the heart of the Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation. 
This school enrolls 140 children of Indian blood which is approximately 
the same number of children as were enrolled during the school year 
1939. 

This map that I showed you is the Cheyenne Reservation, and this 
part here is the school district, and there is 160 taxable acres in that 
whole area, and there is one-hundred-and-six-thousand-and-some 
nontaxed, and so we can raise $30 to build a new building. 

I have statistics here showing the enrollment which proves there are 
still 140: Average daily attendance at Lame Deer by years: 1939-40, 
140.3; 1940-41, 124.8; 1941-42, 127.3; 1942-43, 93.2; 1943-44, 
100; 112.1; 1945-46, 127.6; 1946-47, 130.7; 1947-48, 130.06; 
1948-49, 110.8; 1949-50, 102.6; 1950-51, 100; 1951-52, 120; 1952- 
53, 140. 

The school buildings in this school district are without question the 
most deplorable in the State of Montana. The school district never 
has been given any financial aid from any source for school building 

urposes. The present buildings are make-shift affairs which have 

een erected piecemeal and without adequate planning. The heating 
in one building is so defective that the old hot-air furnace sets fire to 
the building every once in a while. Some of the rooms still use old- 
fashioned stoves. 

The plumbing and toilet facilities are just makeshift affairs. The 
equipment is obtained from second-hand, discarded materials which 
have been begged from dealers in neighboring towns. The toilet 
rooms in the basement are not lighted nor ventilated and the concrete 
floors are crumbling. The old cesspool near the building overflows 
and creates a terrific sanitary schon: The buildings need new 
lighting, need painting, new floors, new shingles, and a corridor wide 
enough so that the children can escape in case of fire. 

Mr. BarLey. Apparently what you need there is a new building. 

Miss Conpon. We surely do. I would like to read you this letter 
from the teacher who taught there. And, incidentally, we have some 
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wonderful teachers with the real missionary spirit. She wrote to 
Senator Mansfield: 


I understand the public school in Lame Deer, Mont. has a very fine reputation 
earned by never annoying taxpayers or you Representatives by complaining. | 
am a teacher in that school and proud to be one—nevertheless I am quite will- 
ing to spoil that fine reputation—for I do not consider it, under the circumstances, 
a reputation of which to be proud. 

The circumstances are these: Qur two buildings are racing to see which will 
collapse first, our heating system is inadequate and possibly dangerous, our 
lighting in the classrooms is very poor, our toilet facilities are inadequate (2 
toilets for 90 children in | building and very little better in the other), and we 
expect substantially increased enrollment next year due to the gradual closing 
down of the Government school at Busby. It is true that our children can 
overcome many difficulties by exercising considerable ingenuity which is com- 
mendable no doubt from the viewpoint of the taxpayer if not from that of the 
board of health. As was demonstrated when one of my first graders utilized a 
convenient wastebasket in an emergency. Instead of more plumbing, perhaps 
we should invest in more wastebaskets? 

The toilet facilities are somewhat unsanitary at times. My first-grade base- 
ment classroom is also the anteroom to the bovs’ toilet so | should know. At 
times I have found it advisable to hold class outside near the creek. Both the 
children and I, if not the frogs and the water snakes (it is pretty rough on 
them) enjoy this very much, but weather does not always permit. 

Now neither the school board nor our principal, Mr. McCrea, can be blamed for 
these conditions. With very little to work with, they have done wonders for 
both the school and the community. Neither is the community at fault. As 
you probably know, Lame Deer is located on the Northern Cheyenne Reserva- 
tion where there is very little money available (average yearly income about 875 
to $400). But what we do have is a very fine large crop of attractive and intel- 
ligent children who can grow up to be the best kind of Montana citizens. But 
they do deserve and need the best that can be given them in the way of educa- 
tional opportunities. 

Do you ever remind the extreme-economy-minded that an investment to help 
produce a good and self-supporting citizen is the very best and most practical 
method of saving the taxpayers’ money? 

Of course by now you must have guessed that the purpose of this letter is to 
ask you to most seriously consider working for the amendment to Public Law 
815 which will give Federal funds to public schools on Indian reservations. 

Very truly yours, 
Marcaret M. MacDonatp 

This was a completely unsolicited letter, and | thought it was worth 
reading into the record. 

These school buildings are a disgrace to the United States Govern- 
ment and the State of Montana is ashamed to have such a condition 
existing within its boundaries. 

The public health officer in this area visits this community occa- 
sionally and he is extremely vehement in his criticism of this situation, 
1am glad to find out, and will collaborate in condemning the deplorable 
condition of this school situation. There is no place else to put the 
140 children, so we have not asked him to condemn it. 

Continued efforts have been made by various agencies in the State 
of Montana to correct the defect in Public Law 815 so as to give the 
Lame Deer School District some relief. An amendment was intro- 
duced by Senator Dworshak which sought to eliminate 1939 as a 
measuring date and growth in enrollment for entitlement. This 
amendment made no progress because an unfavorable report was filed 
with the Bureau of the Budget by the Office of Education. Senator 
Dworshak did, however, obtain a school building for a school disirict 
in Idaho without any entitlement. Lame Deer is a worse situation 
but was not given any special consideration. (Incidentally, the 
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Montana director of Indian Education wrote this, and he was a little 
bitter about that.) 

Here we find 140 children of Indian blood foreed to endure sub- 
standard conditions of education and endure deplorable environment 
because of neglect. The only possible solution at present for this 
terrible condition that exists in this community is a direct appro- 
priation from Congress to the Lame Deer School District No. 6, 
Rosebud County, Mont. We would not want to have that. We 
would prefer to have it under the total law, in accordance with the 
rest of the program. This is the only way in which the Federal 
Government can relieve itself of the stigma and responsibility for 
neglect and deplorable conditions. 

The Northern Cheyenne Reservation has made the least economic 
progress of the seven reservations in the State of Montana. Economie 
progress is going to be slow until there is a mental awakening and 
broadening of vision of the people. The people will live in a deplor- 
able economic condition, deplorable bealth situation, and deplorable 
educational environment until there is some effort to encourage them 
to lift themselves out of this mire through mental desire, for better 
homes, better environment, more healthful living conditions, and a 
higher economic level. These things do not just happen. They must 
become a part of a definite program for improvement and betterment. 

The place to begin is a more wholesome, more inspirational, and 
healthier education program to inspire these people to a better way of 
life. The place to begin is through a sinitary, healthy, comfortable, 
and inspirational school environment. This will gradually open the 
eyes of youth and they will gradually want a better way of life. Pour- 
ing money from the State of Montana education funds into this de- 
grading situation is like pouring it down a rat hole. The day will 
soon come when the entire school situation in the Lame Deer Com- 
munity will be condemned and financial support from the State of 
Montana will be withdrawn. 

The Lame Deer School District No. 6, Rosebud County, Mont., 
needs well designed and modern school facilities to give its pupils a 
coordinated educational program for the job that the school must do. 
This will require a building with eight classrooms, shop room, a home- 
economics room, a school lunchroom, an all-purpose room, big enough 
to accommodate the entire school enrollment for music, physical edu- 
cation instruction, for community programs, and a meeting place for 
community gatherings. The school needs a good sanitary system 
with shower baths, toilets, and health room for the public health 
service to work in. The heating system must be safe, healthful, and 
adequate for a school system. 

A building of this type should strive to encourage better living and 
higher health standards. There should be an opportunity for the 
beginnings in vocational work to create interest and explore the 
abilities of each pupil. Such a program built to improve education 
in health, vocational work and citizenship will do more to solve the 

problems among the Northern Cheyennes than any other effort. It 
is only through such a program that progress can be made. The 
Northern Cheyennes have the highest tubercular rate of any group 
in the State of Montana and one of the highest in the United States. 
Attention to this deplorable situation is long past due. 
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The school building needs in the State of Montana on Indian 
Reservations have been estimated at $1,370,000. These funds 
are needed to adequately house 2,085 children with residence on tax- 
exempt Indian lands. ‘These funds are in addition to local effort to 
provide these needed school building facilities. 

The Federal Government has a definite responsibility for school 
buildmeg facilities on Indian reservations which has not been met. 
The recognition of this responsibility must come eventually. For 3 
years Montana has been trying to impress Congress with this need 
and the neglect of this responsibility cannot be measured because 
crowded classrooms, lack of sanitation, bad lighting, improper heating 
and poor environment contributed very heavily to low morale and 
poor health which are the major problems on Indian reservations. 
Indian people cannot be encouraged to leave reservations and seek 
life in the outside world unless we equip them with strong minds and 
strong bodies to compete with the rest of the world. They must have 
confidence in their own ability. 

The tuberculosis rate on the Northern Cheyenne Reservation and 
the Blackfeet Reservation as indicated by very recent surveys this 
year indicate that they rate among the highest in the United States. 
The tuberculosis rate is highest in those communities with the poorest 
school facilities. 

Mr. Batrey. In connection with that, Miss Condon, are these 
Indians collected in small villages or are they scattered over the area? 

Miss Connon. In this particular area, which is the one I showed 
you on the Cheyenne Reservation, they are very definitely rural and 
they are scattered throughout. 

Mr. Battery. On account of the vast distances, consolidation would 
not be feasible, would it, and the transportation costs would be too 
high? 

Miss Connon. That is right, sir, and there are not any roads iu 
between. But these people are migrant workers in the summer time. 
They go out and plant beets and later they go out and pick beets, but 
they all come back to the reservation. They “squat” in these little 
shacks around where the so-called school building is now, and the 
children go to school. Then as soon as school is out in the spring, 
they start out again. That is why their annual income is from $75 
to $400, you see. They live that way, and they are still very primi- 
tive by modern standards. 

The Blackfeet Indians up in the northern part of the State and the 
Flathead have made a great deal more sociological advancement than 
these Cheyenne Indians. This area that I am discussing is the reser- 
vation that was set up down around the area where Custer’s last 
stand took place, and there is a psychological factor in there with 
those Indians. They still figure that they won that battle—they did, 
you know—and they do not see why they are pushed off on the 
reservation. They are not adjusting as well to our modern economic 
life as other Indians in the country. 

Mr. Battery. Do you think life on a reservation is conducive to 
making good Americans out of them? 

Miss Conpon. I think we have a great measure of success in 
Montana. We have only two Federal boarding schools on the reser- 
vation. 
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Mr. Bartey. Who supplies this money for these 160 students? 
Who pays the bills? 

Miss Connon. The State of Montana and the Federal Government 
through the Indian Bureau. And then there is some personal property 
that is taxed, too, and housing and so forth, and there is a little money 
that comes in from that, but the land is the great source of revenue, 
and it is tax exempt. 

People graze cattle on the Indian land, and it goes on the tax rolls, 
and so forth, but the State matches it, and then the Federal Govern- 
ment; through the Johnson-O’ Malley Act, matches the maintenance 
and operation cost, too. But it cannot match the building costs, and 
that is the point. The Indian Service has been very cooperative in 
working out the formula, and I have all of this information about the 
areas there. 

Mr. Bartey. Your prime interest then is in getting a provision in 
Public Law 815 that will permit the construction of buildings on 
these reservations? 

Miss Conpon. The amendment, at least as far as I know, that is 
still ineluded in the bill vou are considering, will take care of this 
situation, and | am just urging vou not to take that amendment out. 

Mr. Barney. Well, 1 am sold on the idea. 

Miss Connon. Mr. Lillvwhite from the United States Office of 
Education has done a study on this, and the total amount we would 
need in Montana would be approximately $1,370,000 and would clear 
up all of our schools. There would not be a repeat request for many 
vears, because there is not a great anticipated increase in enrollment. 
The Indian reservation has always been a problem, and 815 did not 
take care of it. 

Mr. Battny. How many rooms do you have available for these 150, 
approximately 4, | take it, a 4-room building? 

Miss Conpon. It is about five, and there is a high school attached. 
It is sort of a collection of shacks around there really; that is the 
school. They do not have a vocational program, which is the impor- 
tant thing on the reservation, particularly vocational, agriculture, 
and home economics are what we are most interested in having, along 
with the academic subjects, too. 

But the strictly academic program is impractical for our Indian 
people. We also want to put in a shop program and a trade-training 
school. The key to the solution of the Indian problem in our part 
of the country is to get the Indian off the reservation and into town 
to become like everybody else; for example, I have a very fine young 
Indian man working in my office as an accountant. His wife is an 
Indian, and she is a nurse in a veterans’ hospital. They are just like 
anybody else, and that is the way we would like to have them be, 
and they want to be like that. 

Now, about the Indian Service. I cannot be completely objective, 
but I would like to see it out of existence within 15 years, and I think 
it could be. But I think you have got to be realistic, and you cannot 
just end it suddenly. You have to have a program and get a Com- 
missioner who will do that. 

Mr. Bartey. May I remind you that in 1945 the Congress enacted 
legislation and they set up an Indian Affairs Commission to have a 
life of 10 years, to adjudicate these claims that the Indians have 
against the Government, and the idea was that they would make 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 2S7 


recommendations to Congress for the payment and settlement of 
those claims. It was the intent then as expressed in that legislation 
that when those claims were adjudicated that legislation would be 
presented to Congress doing away with all of the plan of having the 
Indians wards of the Government and declare them all citizens. 

Miss Connon. They are ail citizens in our State. They have full 
voting rights and ev erything, but some of them are wards of the land. 

Mr. Hour. I would like to apologize for coming in late, and I have 
enjoyed your testimony; I am very much interested in this Indian 
problem. 

I would like to ask a question. If you were to get funds to help 
these Indians out in this particular reservation you describe where 
the conditions seem very bad, would you want to build a school on 
the reservation or one in a nearby town where they would integrate 
with the other children? 

Miss Connon. It would be built on the reservation. It is too far 
for them to go to town. We would like to follow the policy that we 
have followed in the other areas, to build a nice school. If there 
are white children in the area—and incidentally ranchers come in 
and lease the land and live on some of this area—their children would 
go to these schools, too. Now, in most places we have the same 
program for the Indians as we have for the other children, that is 
when the integration comes in. 

They go into town to shop and so forth, and they should look like 
the other kids, and they will learn to dress and take care of themselves 
that way. It is not going to happen in 5 or 10 years, and it takes 
generation to change people’s habits and concepts, but you peti 
do it in the kind of conditious they are being educated in, 

Mr. Hour. Who is responsible for the building of the schools? 

Miss Conpon. I believe that bunch of shacks they are currently 
using for the school at one time belonged to the Federal Government, 
and it was a Federa) school, and then they turned it over to the 
school district. Now, we do not allow the districts to accept build- 
ings unless they have been completely repaired and fixed up. But 
at that time, years ago they just took anything, I guess. 

Mr. Hour. Your State does aid these? 

Miss Connon. Not on building, at all. 

Mr. Hour. On operating the school? 

Miss Conpon. The State and the Federal Government take the 
place of the nonexistent taxpayers and match it under the Indian 
Service program. 

Mr. Hour. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Linnywuaire. That illustrates this problem very clearly. We 
do not know too much about it yet, because we have not worked 
with it, but on that point the schools would be built where the States 
think they should be built, but they would all be in a public-school 
district, and the public-school district would operate them, and [ 
think that that is the point. 

We would not have to get into it. There would be a board of 
education, and there would be a State supervision and State control 
of the thing, so that vou just would not put them anywhere there 
happened to be a bunch of kids. You would put them where there 
is a school district to take care of them, and they know best where 
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these things ought to be rather than we do. That is the advantage 
of doing it on this basis. 

Miss Conpon. In this letter from the teacher, she referred to the 
school board. 1 think three members of the school board are Indians. 
We have quite a few Indians on our school boards, and they are very 
good. They are much interested in the whole thing. 

I would like to, before 1 am excused, point out that in my opinion 
New Mexico and Arizona have an even worse problem than we do; 
and I feel I have to be fair and say that. I think ours is the third 
worst. 

I would not like to have vou think that this is typical of a Montana 
school. We think we have the best schools in the United States 
with all due respect to your various States; but this is one that is 
horrible, and we have 1 or 2 small 1-room rural schools on other 
reservations that are equally as bad. 

I would like to call to your attention that the Northern Cheyenne 
Indians, the group that live in the Lame Deer area, have the highest 
tuberculosis rate in the country. There is a very close correlation 
between that and the lack of educational facilities. 

Also, I would like to warn you that the Indian Service has a hospital 
down there that it seems to want to get rid of, because it is a problem, 
and they apparently do not want to bother with it. They are trying 
to give it tous foraschool. It cannot be used as a school; and besides, 
they need it badly for a hospital. 

Those people will not go into private hospitals in the cities. They 
are primitive, and they will not do it, and they will not pay any 
attention to what the doctor tells them, and there is a mental block 
there. It takes time. Besides, using a hospital building for a school 
building is just impossible, and, they need it for a hospital very 
definitely. 

Chairman McConne.u. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Kearns. | want to point out one thing here. The total 
number of children then that vou really have that are not properly 
housed at all is 2,085, and they are ail Indian children? 

Miss Connon. They are children of one-quarter or more of Indian 
blood, yes, sir, as far as | know. However, what we think should be 
the policy is to treat them as other children and forget about whether 
they are Indian, red skinned, or green with purple polka dots. It is the 
tax-exemptness of the child that creates the problem, not his racial 
origin or color. 

Mr. Kearns. As chief school officer, you want Montana to absorb 
all of these children under a public-school education program and not 
have them segregated as Indians? 

Miss Conpon. I quoted the figure of 4,375 Indian children, but 
they are all scattered through. We believe that in another generation 
that the so-called Indian problem will be solved in Montana if we can 
continue to go the way we have, with some help on building. 

Mr. Kearns. You have a real problem, all right. 

Chairman McConne.u. Miss Condon, I regret that I did not hear 
all of your testimony, but from what I did hear I can say very definitely 
that you have added color to a complicated, technical problem. 
I appreciate your appearance here today. 

Miss Connon. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Mercaur. | believe Miss Condon wishes to file this map with 
the committee and not as a part of the record. 

Chairman McConneuu. That will be done. I might say you are 
in very good company with one of our colleagues. He is a new one 
and we have learned to like him very much. 

Miss Connon. We like him. We hated to let him leave Montana, 
but we thought the whole Nation needed his talents, 

Mr. Hour. I would also like to say that 1 enjoy working with him, 
as another freshman on the committee. 

(The map furnished by the witness was accepted by the committee 
and is available for reference. ) 

Chairman McConne.u. The next witness is Mr. Chambers. 


STATEMENT OF H. H. CHAMBERS, SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS, GRAND PRAIRIE, TEX. 


Mr. Cuambers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is H. H. Chambers, and | am superintendent of public 
schools, Grand Prairie, Tex. We are very grateful for the opportunity 
to appear before this committee for the purpose of making a few 
statements pertinent to the proposals to extend and modify Public 
Laws 815 and 874. 

Since Mr. Sturgeon from the Texas Educationak Agency has so 
ably presented the facts at the State level relative to these laws, I shall 
confine my remarks to the results of their application to Grand 
Prairie as well as the effect of proposed changes provided in Senate 
bills 1596 and 1597. 

The operation in Grand Prairie will reflect a situation typical of 
many other federally impacted districts in Texas and throughout the 
Nation. We would like to classify our statements under three main 
topics. 

1. The Federal impact and its corresponding responsibility. 

2. The application of Public Law 874 and the effect of proposed 
revisions. 

3. The application of Public Law 815 and the effect of proposed 
revisions. 

At the beginning of World War II Grand Prairie was a small com- 
munity with a population of approximately 1,500 people. The school 
enrollment was 680. Since that time the Federal Government 
acquired land within our district and established two military posts 
and a huge manufacturing plant for the production of military 
airplanes. 

This plant, estimated to cost approximately $250 million, is owned 
by the Navy, and is now being operated by private contractors under 
a lease agreement made by the Congress and tax-exempt. These two 
companies, Chance Vought and TEMCO Aircraft Corp. employ 
approximately 18,000 people. They are engaged 100 percent in 
Federal contracts for the production and modification of planes for 
the Government. 

The above-mentioned Federal activities have brought about the 
following results to the Grand Prairie publie schools, and to a lesser 
degree a similar situation in surrounding school districts. Our school 
enrollment has grown from 680 in 1940 to 4,100, or approximately 


290 ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


600 percent. Since Korea, our school enrollment has almost doubled. 
Under the terms of Public Law 874, 65.4 percent of these children 
are federally connected, 44.6 percent are section 3 pupils. The people 
who work in the above-mentioned defense plants represent approxi- 
mately 25 percent of the adult population of Grand Prairie. How- 
ever, they are the parents of 44 percent of the total school enrollment. 

Mr. Chairman, we agree 100 pereent with this committee and the 
Congress in their precepts and the philosophy set forth in Public 
Laws 815 and 874, whereby the Federal Government has acknow- 
ledged by law its share of the responsibility for providing educational 
facilities for these federally connected children. These are good 
laws, conceived in wisdom and executed with justice. They should 
be continued for as long as the Federal Government is responsible 
for the impact on local school districts. 

Under the terms of Public Law 874, Grand Prairie has presented 
a bill to the Federal Government for $132,000 through the United 
States Office of Education for the current vear, as the Government’s 
share of the responsibility for furnishing a reasonable educational 
program for 1,831 section 3 pupils, and an additional charge for like 
services rendered to 835 section 4 pupils. 

A simple mathematical calculation will reveal that we have charged 
the Federal Government under the law an average rate of about $6 
per child per month for these services. The total current cost of 
maintenance and operation in Grand Prairie for 4,100 school children 
is $832,268. With 65 percent federally connected children the Govern- 
ment is asked to pay approximately 17 percent of the cost. Where 
else have vou received so much for so little? 

The effects of the changes proposed in Public Law 874 by Senate 
bill 1597 would reduce the payments of the Federal Government, 
based on this vear’s operation in Grand Prairie, by approximately 
45 pereent. This drastic cut would be disastrous to our school 
program. 

Now, I would like to speak on the application of Public Law 815 
and the effects of proposed amendments. Under the provisions of 
this law, Grand Prairie has received an allocation of $925,000. During 
the same period of time we have voted $1,785,000 in bonds for the 
construction and equipment of school buildings. Under the terms 
of Public Law 815, with almost two-thirds of the impact resulting 
from Federal activities, the Federal Government has put up only 
about one-third of the cost of these buildings. 

In an effort to meet this tremendous and all-important problem, 
the people of our district have mortgaged their homes to the very 
limit of their resources for the next 30 years, with 3 bond issues in as 
many vears. We voted the last issue only 2 months ago, but we 
cannot sell these bonds until our 1953 assessed value has been deter- 
mined the latter part of this month. We must have the increase of 
this vear’s values before the bonds are salable. 

Now comes the most pathetic part of my story. In spite of the 
supreme effort on the part of the taxpayers of our district and partial 
payments by the Federal Government in its share of the cost of the 
erection of 5 new buildings and additions to 4 others since 1950, it 
has been necessary for us to have from 800 to 1,200 school children 
on one-half day sessions. The provisions in Senate bill 1596 to reduce 
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the Federal responsibility to 45 percent of the cost of minimum 
facilities for federally connected children would simply mean more 
children on one-half day sessions. 

The balance of the entitlements supported by applications now on 
file in the United States Office of Education are a just debt of the 
Federal Government and should be paid now. We are not asking 
for Federal aid, we ask the Federal Government to pay what it owes 
now under the law. If the Federal plants in our district were taxable 
and assessed at 10 cents on the dollar, we would collect at least 4 
times as much for the education of these children as we are now 
charging under the provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Gentlemen, the Federal Government cannot afford to sacrifice the 
educational birthright of these children on the altar of false economy 
in the name of balancing the budget. 

Chairman McConnewu. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Kearns. What is the exact amount that the Federal Govern- 
ment owes you? 

Mr. CuamBers. About $300,000. In other words, it is about that 
much, the remainder of our entitlement under Public Law 815. 

Mr. Kearns. This plant down there that employs 18,000 men is 
operated by TEMCO Aircraft Corp., and they have it leased for how 
long? 

Mr. CuamBers. Well, that I] could not answer. That lease is on 
file here, and it was made by the Congress, but I do not know the 
extent of it. 

Mr. Kearns. Allright. Thank you. It isa very interesting story. 

Chairman McConne i. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Hotr. I have no questions, but | want to thank Mr. Chambers 
for coming back here, and I was interested in that plant there, and 
we have the same problem out there in California. 

Mr. Cuampers. Thank you very much, gentlemen. I would like 
to add this further comment, that we are very grateful for the help 
that we have received, and I do not know how we would have gotten 
along without the help we have received. 1 would like to say this, 
that we are very happy with the way the Office of Education is 
handled, and it has assisted us in this problem in every way possible. 

Chairman McConneui. We thank you, and we appreciate your 
appearance here. 

The next witness is Mr. L. L. Woodruff, the Des Moimes County 
superintendent of schools, of Burlington, Iowa. 

We will take a recess until he arrives. He will be the final witness. 

Mr. Horr. At this point, to save time later on, | would like to put 
several things in the record. There are some facts and material on 
the Indian children in the State of California and also a letter addressed 
to Congressman Hosmer, of Long Beach, Calif., from Mr. Knoll of 
the Long Beach Board of Education, commenting on the problem he 
has out there. 

Chairman McConnetu. As soon as we reassemble, 1 will receive 
those. 

(Whereupon, the subcommittee took a short recess.) 
Chairman McConnett. The hearings will please come to order. 
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Before we hear the next witness, Congressman Holt has made 
a request for the insertion of some information. Without objection, 
the request will be granted. 

(The information referred to above is as follows:) 


Estimatep or INpIAN CHILDREN IN CALIFORNIA SCHOOLS 


Following is a summary of the data: 


Federally connected Indian children (Public Law 1, 538 
Federally connected Indian children (8. 1597)_....-.-....----.----- 1, 251 
Indian ADA used as basis for distribution of Johnson-O’ Malley con- 


Estimated income from federally connected Indian children under 
Fstimated income from federally connected Indian ebildren under 


Lona Beacw Boarp or Epucartion, 
Long Beach, Calif., June 9, 1953. 
Hon. Crate Hosmer, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C, 


Dear Stir: I enclose herewith copies of letters on the subject of Publie Law 874 
addressed by me to Mr. Rall I. Grigsby, Acting Commissioner of Education, under 
dates of June 4, 8, and 9, 1953. 

Public Law 874 attempts to compensate school districts for the education of 
children of parents living on Federal property and/or both working and living on 
Federal property under certain conditions. 

It provides, as you probably know, where real property has been taken off the 
local (school district) tax rolls through acquisition by the Federal Government 
since 1938, and a substantial financial burden has thus been placed on the school 
district without the district “being substantially compensated for the loss in 
revenue resulting from such acquisition by other Federal payments * * *’’ that 
the school district may be compensated by the Federal Government from funds 
provided under Public Law 874 for the education of the children whose parents 
reside or work on such property. 

It has been interpreted that a district is being substantially compensated for 
the loss in revenue when it receives a tax on the entire interest of the property. 
Regarding this interpretation there is no question. 

It is the thought of the United States Office of Education that possibly those 
properties on which only possessory interest taxes are levied should likewise be 
deleted from those which are to share in the benefit of Public Law 874. 

You will observe from my letter to Mr. Grigsby, under date of June 4, 1953, 
that the possessory interest tax levied in the case of the Long Beach Douglas 
plant is less than 6 percent of what the tay would be on the entire property, and 
in the maximum case only 10 percent. On other properties, the possessory 
interest tax is an even less proportion of the entire interest tax. 

We have sent herewith the file of the letters to Mr. Rall I. Grigsby because we 
feel vou will be interested on behalf of your constituents in attempting to obtain 
a ruling from Mr. Grigsby to the effect that Federal properties on which only the 
trivial possessory interest tax is levied shall not be deleted from the benefits of 
Public Law 874. 

The proposed deletion of properties on which only the possessory interest taxes 
are levied will work a severe hardship on many communities in California where 
the possessory interest tax seems to be more prevalent than in other parts of the 
United States. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lone Beacu Pusiic ScHoots, 
By Artuur A. Business Manager. 


(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
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Lone Beacu Boarp or Epvcation, 
Long Beach, Calif., June 4, 1953. 
Mr. Raut I. Gricspy, 
Accounting Commissioner, United States Office of Education, 
Washington, D. C, 

Dear Srr: Some of the school districts in the county of Los Angeles are con- 
cerned over the possibility that the United States may withhold from them the 
financial assistance payable under Public Law 874. A doubt seems to have been 
suggested as to the right of a district to receive such assistance when the Govern- 
ment’s acquisition of property in the district involves the following circumstances, 
to wit: The United States acquires property and leases it to an individual or 
private corporation and the lessee is then taxed under California law on account 
of its lease or possessory interest in the property. The Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare seems to have apprehended that property of the United 
States so under lease may not continue to be ‘‘Federal property” within the defini- 
tion of such term (Public Law 874, sec. 9) or be, within the specification thereof, 
“not subject to taxation’’ such as to entitle the district to financial assistance. 

An office memorandum (Federal Security Agency, Office of the Administrator, 
the General Counsel to Mr. Rall J. Grigsby) under date of March 13, 1953, states 
the conclusion: 

“The regional attorney's opinion would indicate that ‘in some cases the value 
of the possessory interest will equal the value of the Federal interest and the 
private interest'both; * * *’ This would indicate the State statute may, in effect, 
subject the entire interest in the property to local taxation. If this conclusion 
is correct, the property clearly is not Federal property * * *” 

“This conclusion,”’ is not “correct.” It may be the result of misreading the 
regional attorney’s opinion. In no situation could the value of the lease or pos- 
sessory interest in the property, as stated ‘‘equal the value of the Federal interest 
and the private interest both.”” Nor could a tax on the lease ‘subject the entire 
interest in the property to local taxation.’”” It is merely axiomatic that a part 
cannot equal the whole; the leasehold interest in the property could not equal both 
the Federal interest and the private interest, and a tax on the part could not equal 
a tax on the whole. 

Moreover, in fact and in practice and in the assessments made it never does. 
Instead, the value of the leasehold interest as assessed constitutes a very minor 
fraction of the value of the entire property, and the tax on the possessory interest 
a minor fraction of the tax on the entire property. Inspection of the assessment 
roll shows that the exempted Federal interest in the property is very much the 
larger interest and value in the property. 

The tax situation with regard to Douglas Aircraft Co.’s Long Beach plant 
located in the Long Beach School District represents a very substantial loss to 
the school district resulting from acquisition of the property by the Federal 
Government. The property is owned by the Federal Government and leased to 
Douglas Aircraft Co. he district’s loss of tax thereon for the last 3 years varies 
from 90 to 95 percent of the normal tax. A tabulation from the county tax rolls 
for the 3 years shows the loss, as follows: 


| Assessed valuation | School-district tax Relation of 
= | tax on 
‘Tax year | | | | possessory 

| Entire prop- | Possessory | Entire prop-| Possessory | inte rest to 

| erty interest | erty interest 

Percent 
$3, 500, 000 $187, 520 $72, 674. 00 $3, 893. 67 5.3 
3, 500, 000 192, 480 | 70, 427. 00 3, 873. 08 
3, 500, 000 | 371, 870 70, 395. 50 7,479.12 10.6 

| 


We are advised by the Los Angeles County Assessor’s Office that usually the 
possessory interest tax is a still smaller proportion of the tax on the entire property 
than occurs in the case of the Douglas plant. The Bethlehem Pacific Coast 
Steel Corp. plant at the Terminal Island Shipyards represents an even more 
extreme case. The land is city-owned and so nontaxable. The improvements 
are federally owned and are leased to the steel corporation. As a result of the 
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Government's acquisition of the improvements the entire tax is lost to the school 
district. A tabulation from the county tax rolls shows the loss for the 3 years, 


as follows: 


Normal | Normal tax | 
Tax year assessed onimprove- Tax paid! 
value ments | 


1951-52. 632, 270 | 41, 286.60 | None. 

| 


! Rent payable to U. 8. Government wipes out all assessable value in corporation's interest. 


Also, we may add, that the assessed value of trade fixtures and other equipment 
owned by the Government at the Bethlehem Shipyards exceeds the value of the 
facilities shown above. No tax at all was levied or paid on such equipment. 

The declared purpose of Public Law 874 is to reimburse school districts for loss 
of tax revenue resulting from the Federal Government acquiring property within 
school district boundaries. Section 9 of Publie Law 874— 

‘“* * * declares it to be the policy of the United States to provide financial 
assistance * * * for those local agencies on which the United States has 
placed financial burdens by reason of the fact that (1) the revenues available to 
such agencies from local sources have been reduceed as the result of acquisition of 
real property by the United States.” 

Such reduction of revenues has, indeed, resulted from the Government’s acqui- 
sition of the property. The reduction in revenues results and is very great even 
though such reduction may be somewhat minimized or in part offset by the much 
lesser tax yet receivable on account of the lease or possessory interest. The fact 
of the lease and of a minor continuing tax thereon does not negative the need for 
financial assistance nor take the situation out of the beneficient scope and purpose 
of Public Law 874. 

To indicate to you how drastic would be the effects of deleting from the benefits 
of Publie Law No. 874 federally owned property on which possessory interest 
taxes are paid, we point out that for the year 1953-54 the loss to the Long Beach 
Unified School District would be $178,925; for the year 1952-53, the loss would be 
$178,925. If deletion is to apply to monies paid prior to the current year, the 
repayment required for 1951-52 would be $123,143; for 1950-51, the repayment 
would be $220,553. 

Since the Long Beach Unified School District has furnished education to the 
children of parents living on Federal property, working on Federal property, or 
both living and working on Federal property and have received for their reimburse- 
ment only a token amount, namely about 6 percent of what would be paid were 
the entire property interest taxed, we feel the intent of the Congress will be 
defeated if these properties are deleted. 

We trust that consideration of the situation may indicate that there is no need 
to withhold the financial assistance payable under Public Law 874. May we be 
advised at the earliest time possible what the legal interpretations may be, as 
budgets are now being adopted in the State of California and the conclusions 
reached in this matter will have a vital influence on the financing of school dis- 
tricts in the County of Los Angeles. 

Sincerely vours, 

Lone Beach PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 

By Artuur A. KNOLL, Business Manager. 


(Additional communications from Mr. Knoll are printed beginning 
on p. 371.) 

Chairman McConne t. I believe there are certain other insertions. 
Mr. Derrickson, will you read them out? 

Mr. Derrickson. Mr. Chairman, there are submitted for inclusion 
in the record the following: A letter addressed to the chairman from 
Senator George W. Malone, enclosing letters from the Vas Vegas 
Union School District, Las Vegas, Nev.; and the Mineral County 
High and Elementary Schools, Hawthorne, Nev.; a statement sub- 
mitted-by Congressman J. Frank Wilson, of Texas, and a statement 
made by Congressman Laurie C. Battle, of Alabama. 
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Chairman McConne tu. Without objection the statements will be 
received into the record. 
(The letters and statements referred to follow:) 


UNITED STaTES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
Washington D. C., June 15, 1953. 


Hon. SaMuEL K. McConne ut, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear ConGrRessMAN McConne tu: Reference is made to your letter of June 2 
advising me of the hearings now in progress on extension of Public Laws 815 and 
874 which provide aid to local schoo! districts which suffer an impact from Federal 
activities. 

In this connection I am enclosing letters from the Las Vegas Union School 
District, Las Vegas, Nev., and the Mineral County High and Elementary Schools, 
Hawthorne, Nev. I believe the information contained in the letters conclusively 
warrant the continued need for Federal aid in these areas and other critical defense 
areas. I submit the letters for the purpose of their becoming a part of the reeord. 

In further support for the continuation of this program, I wish to add that if 
extension of the above laws is not made it would be a breach of faith with the 
schools of this Nation. These towns and areas, many of relatively small popula- 
tion, are supporting the children of the workers who have been sent into the na- 


id tional defense areas. 

With national defense pressure continuing and with industrial areas and airports 

becoming more important, continuation of the program is a necessity. 
Sincerely, 
GeorGe W. 

(The letters referred to follow:) 

Las Vecas Unton Scuoou District, 
Las Vegas, Nev., June 10, 1953. 
Hon. Georce W. MAtone, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MALONE: We have great need for the extension of Publie Laws 
815 and 874, because we have experienced a great influx of federally connected 
students. 

Besides the Nellis Air Force Base, we have many companies such as Western 
Electro Chemical, Stauffer, Titanium Metals, whose production is essentially for 
Government contracts. We have a number of companies whose work is connected 
with the AEC. Recently a contract for several million dollars was let for con- 
struction of an ammunition storage depot near the Nellis Air Force Base. 

Some of our depressed conditions which are in part attributable to federally 
connected students are: 

(1) Need of better health program. 

(2) Need of more textbooks and educational supplies. 
(3) Provision for better maintenance of our buildings. 

(4) Increasing library facilities. 

(5) Reducing number of children in classrooms. 

According to our records we show the following classification of students in our 

Public Law 874 application: 
Elementary | High school 


Since we were faced with providing schools for all the new clildren brought in 
by Federal impact, we were able to provide only the bare necessities. We have 
used available funds for more teachers, extra furniture, extra books, and eduea- 
tional supplies. 

Very truly yours, 


J. BRINLEY, 
Superintendent of Schools. 
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Hawrtnorne, Nev., June 11, 1953. 
Hon. Georce W. MALong, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Matone: Thank you for yours of June 4. The extension of 
Public Laws 815 and 874 are vital to the schools in Hawthorne and we appreciate 
the opportunity to write such a statement for the House Education and Labor 
Committee hearing. 

The city of Hawthorne is an area a mile square surrounded by the United States 
Naval Ammunition Depot, which extends over more than 300 square miles. The 
chief industry for the people living in Hawthorne and the Government housing 
project, Babbitt, is the Naval Ammunition Depot. The only other industry of 
any consequence is the Southern Pacifie Railroad, which runs a spur to the Naval 
Ammunition Depot and on to Mina. All other businesses of Hawthorne are 
services to the people who are employed by the Government. In Hawthorne and 
Babbitt live between six and seven thousand people, who have at present 1,600 
children in school. 

The Hawthorne Elementary School District and the Mineral County High 
School District are responsible for providing schools and instruction for these 
children. The State of Nevada leaves the main burden of supporting schools at 
the local level. All moneys for school buildings come from the local level. 

The city of Hawthorne has an assessed valuation of $1,350,000, the Hawthorne 
Eiementary School District extends out to the city limits and has about 8 miles 
of railroad in it, so has an assessed valuation of $2,606,000 and the entire county 
has an assessed valuation of $6,700,000. With this tax base, it is necessary to 
maintain a city government, county government, and the county's portion of the 
public schools. All of this for people who are in residence here while working in 
a nontaxable industry and two-thirds of them also living in nontaxable residences. 

For a number of years the taxes in the Hawthorne Elementary School District 
and the Mineral County High School Distriet have been at the constitutional 
limit, indicating that a maximum effort has been demonstrated at the local level. 
At the same time it has been impossible to get any tax margin in order to float a 
bond issue for school construction. 

Public Law 874 has made it possible to continue the operation of these schools 
with their continued influx of additional federally affected pupils and Public Law 
815 has made it possible to provide additional housing for most of them. 

If these schools are to remain in operation and if they are to house the con- 
stantly growing population of school-age children, there will have to be continued 
Government aid both for maintenance and operation and for school-building con- 
struction. 

There is every indication that both the elementary school and high school will 
continue to grow. The number of preschool children who will be entering in the 
next few years as compared to the number of eighth graders who will be gradu- 
ating and the number of entering freshmen in high school as compared to the 
number graduating in the next few vears indicate in itself that the elementary 
school will be increasing from 10 to 15 percent annually and the enrollment in the 
high school will be increasing 20 percent vearly. This is not the end of the growth 
picture, however. At present the Government housing project, Babbitt, is com- 
pleting 100 additional nontaxable houses and in Hawthorne the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency is completing an additional 150 homes. Every indication 
points to the fact that the naval ammunition depot will increase their number 
of employees as soon as this housing is available and that the schools will be faced 
with children from an additional 250 families. 

Unless Publie Law 815 is extended, there will be no way to provide housing for 
these new children. The Senate bill, 1596, which has been introduced is a step 
in the right direction. This bill would provide minimum school facilities for the 
influx of Government affected children since 1951-52 and estimated for 1953-54. 
In one respect this bill has been modified over that of Public Law 815 too much. 
Section 305 (a) 2 allows only 45 per cent of the average per pupil cost of constructing 
minimum school facilities for children residing on Federal property, or residing 
with a parent employed on Federal property. These parents who are residing on 
taxable property and working for the Government are not contributing enough 
to the taxable wealth of the community to cut this figure so low. An industry 
such as the United States naval ammunition depot would have a valuation, if 
privately owned, in the hundreds of millions of dollars. If this valuation were 
prorated among the employees, the residences of the employees couldn't possibly 
come anywhere near having one-half of the valuation per employee that the in- 
dustry has. It is the industry that is responsible for the major portion of the tax 
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load. It would be a great deal fairer to leave it at 70 per cent as it was in Public 
Law 815. There may be other things in this bill that need altering, but we haven't 
any other specific recommendations to make at this time except that a law such 
as this must be enacted to save the schools in areas such as Hawthorne. 
Although Public Law 874 hasn’t terminated yet, plans should be ready so that 
action can be taken when it is terminated and it will be renewed without delay. 
Such schools as Hawthorne's couldn’t stay open to federally affeeted children with- 
out such aid. Public Law 874 has been a good law and although the administra- 
tion of payments under the law have been delayed at times, it has operated on the 
whole in a very successful manner. The basis of payment in Publie Law 874 
which has been in force, seems satisfactory and should not be materially changed. 
Such a law as Public Law 874 is an absolute necessity in school districts sueh as 
those of Hawthorne, Nev., and we solicit your complete support of such a pro- 
gram. 
Sincerely yours, 
Ropert Best, Superintendent, Mineral County High School, 
FLoyp SMALLEY, Superintendent, Hawthorne Elementary School. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. J. FRANK WiLsSoN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN ConGRESS From 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


I am strongly in favor of the committee including in its authorization the 
necessary amount of money to continue the Federal contribution toward the 
operation of schools in federally impacted districts. In my district, the Fifth 
Congressional District of Texas, there are some five schools which have in the 
past received contributions toward their operation made necessary by reason of 
the fact that during World War II the Government of the United States opened 
military installations or huge war plants in the school districts of these five 
districts and moved a large number of new people into the districts. In one 
particular case, that of Grand Prairie, Tex., which was a town of some 1,500 
prior to World War II, after the RFC built plant A and plant B of the North 
American Aviation Co. both such plants at one time employed some 60,000 
people and this small town now has a population of some 24,000 or 25,000. 

I realize that this has been a continuing burden upon the Federal Government 
but certainly it can be said that there is some responsibility on the Federal 
Government when these huge plants are opened in the small rural school district 
and some 18,000 to 23,000 new people move in and the school district, although 
charging the highest legal tax rate under the State constitution of $1.50 on the 
$100 valuation and having raised its valuations to the limit, its entirely unable 
to cope with the large influx of schoolchildren in the district. 

Iam told that at the present time while the employees of the present occupants 
of these two great plants only compose about 25 percent of the population of 
Grand Prairie, their population composes 45 percent of the schoolchildren of the 
town, which indicates that each one of these families has a larger-than-average 
number of children, and at the same time, the whole North American plant is 
under the supervision of the Navy and is not taxable. 

I feel as many other Congressmen feel, that some long-range solution to this 
problem should be worked out, such as the Federal Government making a con- 
tribution in lieu of taxes in these special cases of some reasonable amount or to 
give study to the matter of permitting local school districts to tax on a reasonable 
basis property owned and operated by the Government. 

I fully realize that this would be a change in our conception of the past, but at 
the same time there is a great problem and it must be met. 

Until this problem is met and dealt with on a fair and impartial basis by either 
permitting taxation or by paying money in lieu of taxes, I think it is essential 
that the Federal Government make some contribution to these school districts 
which find themselves absolutely unable to raise taxes enough to carry on their 
public schools within their districts. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Laurie C. Barrie, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
From THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this committee, I am most appreci- 
ative of the opportunity to support the extension of Publie Law 815 and Publie 
Law 874, which provide assistance to school systems in federally impacted areas. 
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I know this committee is thoroughly familiar with the problems created in 
many areas by the influx of families connected with our defense program. Housing, 
transportation, and medical needs must be met, but one of the most important 
needs is that of providing adequate school facilities and staffs for the children. 
Those of us who have families know this is a primary consideration wherever we 
move because we want the assurance that our children are attending a school 
in a comfortable building with sufficient and adequately trained teachers. 

I have long been greatly disturbed by the fact that our country, the richest 
and most powerful Nation in the world, still has children attending schools in 
shifts, often traveling for hours in rural areas, or housed in overcrowded buildings 
with inadequately staffed personnel. In our concern for the future welfare of our 
country, it behooves us to consider the importance of proper education for its 
future leaders. 

Alabama and other Southern States have and are now undergoing an industrial 
revolution that has attracted many families from other sections of the country. 
This increased the problem that already confronted us in trying to meet our school 
needs. The defense activities located in Alabama such as Brookley Air Force 
Base, Anniston Ordnance Depot, Huntsville Arsenal, and others add even greater 
problems, so we reach the point where our States find it impossible to carry the 
whole burden alone. 

We realize that educational needs are basically considered a State problem 
and my State of Alabama is striving to meet this challenge. According to a 
bulletin issued by the Council of State Chambers of Commerce, Alabama has 
increased its school spending by 103 yercent during the past 5 years. Yet the 
United States Office of Education estimates that Alabama still needs $289,529,007 
to provide adequate school buildings alone. 

Now there are those people who would have the States ‘‘go it alone’’ on this 
problem at the sacrifice of our children and the future leaders of this country. 
I feel that in those areas where the Federal Government activities have definitely 
increased the school problems that our Federal Government has a responsibility 
in helping to provide not minimum but adequate school facilities and staffs. We 
are not truly economizing if we cut off this aid because it is like a person who puts 
off having an abscessed tooth treated but knows the day of reckoning will come. 

The educators in my State have expressed their strong interest in seeing all 
entitlements established under this legislation paid irrespective of the date the 
application is filed. They are concerned that an attempt may be made to have the 
Federal Government share the responsibility in only a percentage of the federally 
connected children. 

Iam submitting for the committee’s consideration a report by the State superin- 
tendent of education in Alabama wherein he outlines the assistance now being 
received and the children affected. You will note his statement that Alabama 
cannot make adequate provisions for federally affected children without assistance 
from the Federal Government. 

I urge the committee’s consideration of the many problems that our States 
face, the effort being made and hope you will approve a bill to extend this aid for 
these areas. 


(The letter referred to is as follows: ) 
SraTeE OF ALABAMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Montgomery, Ala., June 12, 19538. 
Hon. Laurte C. Barr.e, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Barrie: Complying with your letter of June 5, I am enclosing 
statistical data on school districts in Alabama suffering from the impact of Federal 
activities. 

You will notice that we have listed the amount of Federal funds that have gone 
into the program for the Federal fiscal year 1952-53 and the number of children 
affected. Of course, I have no way of anticipating what the exact need will be for 
another year, but it is reasonable to believe that the need will be equally as great 
in 1953-54 if the defense activities continue. I would like to urge that you do 
everything possible to continue this program as this State cannot make adequate 
provisions for federally affeeted children without assistance from the Federal 
Government. 

Please let me know if I can be of further assistance to you in this matter. 


Sincerely yours, 
W.J. Terry, 
State Superintendent of Education. 
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Information relative to financial assistance for current expenditures for public schools 
in areas affected by Federal activities under Public Law 874 


Estimated 100 Fstimated 


percent of number of 
Project number entitlement children 
1953 fiscal year affected 
Counties: 

Baldwin Ala- 53 E-11 $12, 163. O1 723 
Calhoun__- 68, 568. GS 1, 875 
Dale 6, 704. 14 363 
Macon_- 6, 684.78 621 
Mobile 310, O88. 94 10, 120 
Montgomery 116, 034. 03 2, 245 
St. Clair 3, 850. 24 490 
Talladega 44, 407. 60 1, 158 

Total counties 568, 481.72 17, 595 

Cities: 

Anniston. 1, 100 
Dothan 140 
Enterprise 265 
Florence 950 
Huntsville 
Jacksonville 2 310 
Ozark 591 
Russellville 109 
Selma 
Sheffield | Heil 
Sylacauga 117 
Talladega 302 
Troy 130 
‘Tuscumbia | 345 

Total cities. 17 1, 455 55 6, 451 


Total State......... | 739, 937. 27 24, 046 


! Information not yet received. 


Information relative to financial assistance for public school construction im areas 
affected by Federal activities under title 11, Public Law 815—Current Federal 
school projects in State of Alabama, (June 10, 1953) 


COUNTIES 
Amount of money 
allocated Number 
Project No. Name of school tacit aa children 
Federal local) nen- affected 
federal 
Baldwin County: 
52-C-3 D_.__.......-..| Foley School $273, 560 $9, 000 245 
Sl. Saas | Bay Minette High School.__..--_.----- 62, 492 1, 000 108 
Calhoun County: 
Oxford High 66, 483 180 
51-C _...-.., Bynum School 132, 226 170 
Weaver Junior High School 49, 391 60 
§1-C-7D. ............| Thankful School. --- 62, 807 
Eulaton-Mechanicsville 370, 190 647 
Calhoun County School. 83, 476 120 
Frie ndship School = 9, 791 15 
Macon County 
51-C-6: _........... Macon County Training School 74, 950 131, 400 452 
Tuskegee Institute High School 355, OOO 30, 000 400 
Madison County: 
§2-C-8C _........ Farley Junior High School 120, 820 | 415 
Mobile County: 
51-C-16A Me Old Shell Road and Abrams Street Ele- 281, 238 95, 476 180) 
mentary School, 
Si-C-16B8............. Azalea Road and Burma Road Elemen- 168, 147 30, 294 360 
tary School. 
Engine Street School ___- 93, OS4 23, 532 
51-OC-16D. ......-...- Stanton Road Elementary School 168, 147 38, 603 360 
Toulminville High Se hool 554, 299 17, 929 1, 000 
Satsuma School : dade 118, 659 225 


Semmes High School 


Project No. 


County —Con. 
6H 


Montgomery County: | 
51-C-2A 


51-C-12C 
188... 


C “5B 


Huntsville City :52-C-1F_| 
Jacksonville City: 
§2-C-201A 
§2-C-210B_ 
§2-C-201C 
Ozark City: 
§1-C-10B 
§2-C-10D _._ _.....--.. 
Phenix City: 52-C-2034 
Sheffield City: 52-C- 202A 
Sylacauga City: 
§1-C-9A 


Troy City: 51-C-13A 
Tuscumbia City: 51-C- 
15 


| Phyllis Wheatley School 


| Cooper Avenue Sc hool 


COUNTIES—Continued 


Name of school 


Fulton Road Elementary School. 
Chickasaw Junior High School 
Theodore High School Addition 
Citronelle Colored School 


__...| Saint Elmo Addition 


Ann Street High School__ 


Capital Heights Junior High School... 

| Morningview School. 
| Jefferson Street School 
Schatle | Taliaferro Street School 


| Briarfield Elementary 


Nottingham School 


CITIES 


Norwood Elementary School addition 
| Constantine Elementary School 


Tenth Street and Homarda Drive School. 


Enterprise Elementary addition (Acad- 

Enterprise Elementary 
(Academy) 

Huntsville High School. 


‘addition No, 2. 


Jacksonville Elementary 
Jacksonville Multipurpose Building. 
Ozark Negro Elementary 
Ozark Elementary addition (white) _. . 
Phenix City Junior High School for Negroes_ 
Blake Elementary School. 
East Highland 
Sylacauga High School.........-.........- 


Westside Junior High 
Graham School 
Central School 
Eastside Elementary School... 
Westside Senior High School 
Troy High School addition 


Amount of money 
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Information relative to financial assistance for public school construction in areas 
affected by Federal activities under title II, Publie Law 815—Current Federal 
school projects in State of Alabama, (June 10, 1953)—Continued 


allocated Namiber 
of 
(State and | Children 
Federal | local) non- | ected 
federai 
$200, 922 $8, 281 | $611 
1, 200 
73, 203 109, 372 | 250 
105, 774 | 33, 619 | 180 
156, 034 23, 611 | 210 
240, 000 239, 048 | 600 
182, 000 | 68, 000 360 
39, 000 19, 000 | 150 
182, 000 72, 800 | 480) 
296, 000 | 63, 000 | 790 
193, 344 | 337 
113, 123 | 5, 387 | 210 
325 
111, 510 | 620 
90,000) 28, 380 | 270 
240 
140 
| 
69, 000 = 160 
200 
625,859 221, 193 | 500 
71, 600 3, 452 | 240 
43, 400 5, 250 | 60 
| 
204, 375 15, 000 390 
48, 353 3, 47 | 144 
149, 490 | 270 
70, 500 if 662 
10000 | 290 
111,990 | 180 
135 
361 
120 
38, 577 14, 398 120 
80, 230 11, O86 240 
243 


1 Unknown, 


Towa. 


Chairman McConneE tt. 


The next witness today will be Mr. L. L. 
Woodruff, Des Moines County Superintendent of Schools, Burlington, 
Proceed, Mr. Woodruff. 


$1-C-16K _......... 
inte oases 
51-C-2B 
51-C-2D__-_-- 
§2-C-2E 
Talladega County 
Anniston City: | 
rn | 
| 
| 
Talladega City: | 
§1-C-17A __..........] 
| | 
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STATEMENT OF L. L. WOODRUFF, COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, DES MOINES COUNTY, BURLINGTON, IOWA 


Mr. Woopkrurr. | wish to state at the outset that lam a few minutes 
ahead of schedule, but behind schedule as far as typing is concerned. 
1 would like the privilege of submitting copies after | have finished 
rather than before. 

Chairman McConnextu. Without objection that is satisfactory. 

Mr. Wooprurr. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I certainly want to thank the chairman of this subcommittee for the 
opportunity of presenting testimony regarding the legislation being 
considered to continue assistance to school districts throughout the 
Nation which have financial problems resulting from activities of the 
Federal Government. It was my privilege to testify during the 
consideration of Public Laws 815 and 874 and as several of the schools 
in our State were assisted with special reference to Middletown 
Independent. This is the school that furnishes education for the 
children of the personnel of the lowa Ordnance Plant. 

1 also wish to commend the manner in which the United States 
Office of Education has administered these two laws. On many occa- 
sions questions have arisen demanding administrative determination 
and | believe that in each instance full consideration has been given 
both the schools and the Federal Government. I will later present 
to this committee a complete statistical summary of the activities in 
lowa as relates to the several school districts that have participated in 
the 815 and 874 programs. 

(The information referred to is printed on p. 309.) 

It would seem to us that these same problems will continue to be 
with us for a great many years, especially in the case of Middletown 
Independent. It is quite likely that some minor amendments should 
be made; however, | am of the opinion that both 815 and 874 have 
been generally quite acceptable. I believe that if no changes at all 
were made, we could get along very well. 

It would seem to me that all entitlements under 815 should be paid. 
In Lowa this is in the amount of $202,761. The schools in Lowa also 
have on file projects in the amount of $426,574 for which there has 
been no reservations. 

S. 1596 seems to assume that all impact is taken care of. This 
penalizes districts who had not made an application. 

The term “critical defense area’’ seems to bear no direct relation to 
schools. This applies more to housing needs and is, | believe, more a 
real-estate matter. 

In the case of class C children, the matter of bringing into the 
deliberations the district’s ability would greatly complicate the 
deliberations and would place an almost impossible burden on the 
Office of Education. 

It is gratifying to note that the State line barrier has been eliminated 
earlier this year. At that time it was working a hardship on several 
school districts located near State lines. In our State the most 
notable example was and is the Tri-City area when it was determined 
that Rock Island Arsenal, located on an island in the Mississippi 
River, is under the jurisdiction of the State of Illinois. 
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I have tried to determine the difference between complete and 
minimum facilities set out in S. 1596. It would seem that the differ- 
ence between minimum and complete facilities would make a difference 
of something like 17 to 25 percent in the school costs. I should 
think that when a building is planned and built, that this should be 
done completely. 

The cutting of the entitlement of 70 to 45 percent in the case of 3b 
pupils would seem unfair. 

With reference to the proposal to extend and amend Publie Law 
874, | would seriously suggest that the effect of these changes be 
determined and studied since in the main they result in less assistance 
to the schools than that received under the present law. I believe 
that such investigation will disclose that the extent of reduction is 
not justified in light of previous administration or the continued need 
of these schools. | believe that we cannot lose sight of the fact that all 
the children in these schools are entitled to a normal standard of 
educational opportunity in the State in which they are located, and 
from what application | have been able to make of the proposed 
changes this will not be possible if they are adopted. 

It is true that these changes will result in a budgetary reduction 
if they are enacted into law, but it is questionable as to whether this 
reduction will not make it impossible for the school districts to 
provide an adequate educational program for the federally connected 
pupils as well as those who are not federally connected. Such a 
condition should not be chosen in order for the Federal Government 
to reduce its contribution to these school districts. I shall comment 
on the probable changes, as | see them, separately and specifically. 

First I believe that it is imperative that the committee give con- 
sideration to the inequity which experience has shown to exist in the 
variation of the local contribution rate as among the several States. 
In the main, the States with the lowest local contribution rate are 
those whose financial pattern finances the major part of the opera- 
tional cost from State funds, thus reducing the part financed from 
local funds. Such a pattern does not mean that the local taxpayer 
is not making a substantial contribution to the schools, but means 
only the tax is collected statewide from local taxpavers. The sales 
tax is a prime example of such a tax and is just as definitely a local 
tax as the ad valorem tax on property. 

This inequity may be corrected by defining additional taxes as 
local or by placing a minimum local contribution rate which any 
State will receive. Such a minimum can be defined in terms of the 
national average local contribution rate or in terms of the per pupil 
cost of the State or Nation. In either case it will serve to partially 
correct the inequity which now exists. 

If all other conditions were equal, and they are not, the principle 
of absorption might serve an equitable purpose. The theory advanced 
in the proposed legislation breaks down when applied realistically to 
the actual conditions. 

Mr. Barpen. Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McConneuu. Mr. Barden. 

Mr. Barpen. Would the gentleman just give me a little informa- 
tion on this subject. I notice vou have just discussed the question of 
the State giving a major portion of the support to the schools and 
therefore the local community gets no credit for that even though 
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they pay the sales tax in support of the schools. I presume you have 
a sales tax? 

Mr. Wooprvurr. We do have in lowa. This does not specifically 
apply to lowa. I will tell you the State contributions to the schools 
in lowa. That is on the basis of 17 cents per day elementary pupil 
and 20 cents per day for high-school districts. That is in the normal 
school districts. In the poorer districts we have another formula in 
which there is a 7-mill tax on the elementary pupils and a 17-mill 
tax on a consolidated school and a 10-mill tax on a city school. The 
result of that is computed, and then the amount that that will vield 
is established. Then a subtraction is made on the basis of $90 
per elementary pupil and $140 per high-school pupil. The difference 
in that is called supplementary aid. That does not apply to a majority 
of the schools in our State but it does apply to all the defense-con- 
nected schools, so they get a benefit there, too. 

Mr. Barpen. Here I am inclined te think the committee will be 
interested in taking care or at least giving first consideration to the 
local community in which the particular school is located. 1 wonder 
if you are of the opinion that many others have expressed, and that 
is the most expensive school to operate is the school that has a large 
number of what you might call transient students moving in and 
moving out. It causes readjustment in vour classes. You have to 
have, for instance, a class A and class B. Class A are those who have 
been regular students in the school, and class B you have to set up 
and take into consideration the students who have moved in, maybe 
during a half-year, or come in late, or have left some other schoo! 
early and then transferred to that school. So by far the most ex- 
pensive school is the school that is operated in the type of Federal 
impact areas that we attempt to take care of in this legislation. If a 
contribution was made and the State then withdrew all of its help to 
that community, that community would not be any better off. It 
would be probably worse off. 

So I am giving a little, not a little but a lot of thought to try to 
figure out some formula that will not be in conflict with the State 
Jaws, whereby when this assistance comes to them, it will not be 
inviting the State to withdraw its assistance to the community. 
That school that is being assisted, even though it got the full allow- 
ance from this legislation, still could not carry on the type school or 
the standards that the school would carry on removed from the area 
of impact, because these schools in the impacted areas are the most 
expensively operated schools and of necessity they must be. Is that 
not correct? 

Mr. Wooprurr. That is true, I am quite sure, to some extent. I 
can say that in the State of Iowa that those schools are not diserimi- 
nated against in any way. They get their full general State aid and 
they get a very liberal amount of supplemental aid. I can tell you. 
I have the figures here if you are interested. 

Mr. Barpen. I did not want to go into the details of that particular 
situation, but what I was thinking was if we did reach the point of 
further consideration by way of a general average or 90 percent of 
the average or 50 percent of the school average. I do think there 
should probably be some safety valve there to keep the State from 
withdrawing all of its assistance and leave that community in the 
same hole it has been in all the time. I am thinking along the lines 
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of putting some kind of restriction in that the State must not with- 
draw, maybe, but a certain percentage, or something of that kind, 
of its assistance to that community. If it does, it will then not be 
eligible. I think maybe that might safeguard the situation. But the 
community that is dropped down to the point that it must operate its 
school on a State-wide average, when that school is located in the area 
receiving this impact, then that school is much worse off than the 
school that is far removed from the impacted area. 

Mr. Wooprurr. I can see your point. That will not obtain in 
Iowa. As I mentioned before, the State of Lowa recognizes the low 
tax base in these war-impacted schools, and they give them more 
supplemental aid than they do in the schools where the tax base is 
higher. There is no reason to think that the Iowa law will change. 

Mr. Barpen. I am not talking about the tax base. I am talking 
about the actual facts concerning the operation of the school. For 
instance, do you think you could run a school near a military base 
where the children followed their parents who were moved from this 
area to another area, to Washington, to Mississippi, or to somewhere 
else, and who were constantly coming in and going out. Do you 
think you could operate that school as cheaply as you could a school 
that had a standard school body throughout the vear? 

Mr. Wooprurr. No, not quite. I would not know what the per- 
centage would be. Of course, that would depend on the amount of 
change. 

Mr. Barpen. Every student that changed, and every one that came 
in from a school that did not have the standards that you had in your 
school, would incur additional trouble in time and expense, would it 
not? 

Mr. Wooprvurr. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McConneuu. Proceed, Mr. Woodruff, 

Mr. Wooprurr. I may repeat myself a little here. This inequity 
may be corrected by defining additional taxes as local or by placing 
minimum local contribution rate which any State will receive. That 
is what we were talking about. Such a minimum can be defined in 
terms of the national average local contribution rate or in terms of 
pupil cost to the State or Nation. In either case, it will serve to 
partially correct the inequity which now exists. If all other condi- 
tions were equal, and they are not, the principle of absorption might 
serve an equitable purpose. The theory advanced in the proposed 
legislation breaks sown when applied realistically to the actual condi- 
tions. 

It is true that some school districts are required to absorb a number 
of pupils equal to the 3 percent qualifving percentage. It is just as 
true that the factor of “degree of impact”’ affects the ability to absorb. 
Also a school district must absorb or its fiscal condition be adjusted to 
care for all of the cost except the local contribution rate in the case of 
the 3 (a) pupils and all the cost but one-half the local contribution rate 
in the case of 3 (b) pupils. In this absorption requirement under the 
terms of the law which is not spoken of as such, the ability of the dis- 
trict to adjust is definitely in relation to the degree of impact. While 
the districts not qualifying are limited to absorbing a three percent 
impact without qualifying, there is no limit to the degree of the impact 
affecting the adjustment referred to above and which creates a real 
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budgetary problem the same as the loss of funds from the suggested 
absorption, 

The other major change in the proposed legislation is that which 
provides for payments under section three to be made on the previous 
vears attendance in that section. This within itself is desirable since 
it will alow for the determination of the major share of an applicant’s 
entitlement early in a fiseal year. However, the manner of treatment 
proposed for the annual increase in section three is very questionable. 
The proposal provides that the 3 (e) payment be eliminated and that 
the increase in section 3 be included under the section 4 (a) category. 
The proposal further eliminates service personnel from the 4 (a) cate- 
gory which will reduce the number of schools whieh can meet the quali- 
fying requirements of a 5 percent increase over the ADA of the previous 
vear. 

Provided a school qualifies under section 4 (a) the funds received 
will be adequate, with other funds available, to meet the cost of 
these pupils and there will be no adverse effect of this change. How- 
ever, for the schools which do not meet the qualifying requirement, 
both the normal section 3 (a) and 3 (b) payments will be lost in 
addition to the 3 (e) payments. In fact the only moneys available 
for such children in many school districts will be one-half of the loca! 
contribution rate of the applicant school for the 3 (b) pupils plus 
any State funds accruing by virtue of the ADA of these particular 
pupils. I believe the net result will be that the edueational funds 
of the other pupils will be dissipated to educate these children for the 
first vear. In some cases this will not prove serious. But in others 
it will. It could result in an absorption of up to 5 percent of the 
previous vear’s attendance. 

The second year these pupils were in attendance they could be 
counted under section 3 and receive the normal payment under this 
section. It would seem unsound to provide a payment for pupils 
the second vear while eliminating anv payment the first vear. Cer- 
tainly if they will cause any financial problem to the local school 
agency it will be their first vear in attendance since in addition to the 
normal costs, capital facilities such as seats, teachers’ desks, and 
other equipment must be provided. 

I would suggest that the proposal be modified so that at least the 
normal section 3 payment may be made. To do this in the latter 
part of the vear will be no more trouble than to make the section 
4 (a) payment at that time. It would not preclude making the 
original payment on the previous year’s section 3 ADA. Another 
way it might be accomplished would be to qualify all section 3 in- 
creases under section 4 (a) with the qualifying percentage require- 
ment applicable to the regular 4 (a) increases. In any event the 
result of this change should be carefully studied and applied before 
being made. 

I think one of the most important problems which has presented 
itself during the past 3 years, and which I believe needs some clari- 
fication, is the interpretation of “in migrant” in connection with the 
impact of section 4 pupils. Under one interpretation a section 4 (a) 

upil must have moved into the school district after July 1, 1950. 
Tt this same interpretation is held with reference to the beginning 
time of the extended legislation, it will work a very grave hardship on 
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many of the most heavily impacted districts. It means that the 
preschool children of these families, whose older brothers and sisters 
are qualified, cannot themselves be counted. This seems rather 
absurd since no additional funds accrue to care for this added impact. 
Also it is pointed out that the pre-school-pupil load is many times 
more distorted than the school-age-pupil load since younger families 
make up this impacted population. As this distorted preschool load 
becomes of school age, they have the exact effect on the school budget 
that any other increase has. I believe that this whole problem can 
be controlled and equitably administered through a normal increase 
charge by States and areas on the non-Federal load of the previous 
years. There is no other reason for the abnormal increase other than 
the activities of the Federal Government in most cases even though 
it is difficult to “put hats on” specific children to identify them as 
such. This problem should receive considerable study. 

In conclusion, | am of the opinion that the extension of Public 
Law 874, with perhaps a few minor changes, will prove more equitable 
and satisfactory than legislation with more drastic changes which 
cannot setae be given the consideration which the original bill 
received. 

Again I wish to thank this subcommittee for the privilege of appear- 
ing before you. If I may be of further service, I shall be happy to be 
called upon. 

Chairman MeConnetui. Mr. Woodruff, do you wish to insert the 
statement at this point? 

Mr. Wooprurr. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McConne.u. Without objection, it will be received 
into the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


PREPARED SrareMentT or L. L. Wooprurr, Country SUPERINTENDENT OF 
Scuoots, Des Mornes County, Burirneron, 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I certainly want to thank 
the chairman of this subcommittee for the opportunity of presenting testimony 
regarding the legislation being considered to continue assistance to school districts 
throughout the Nation which have financial problems resulting from activities of 
the Federal Government. It was my privilege to testify during the consideration 
of Public Laws 815 and 874 and as several of the schools in our State were assisted 
with special reference to Middletown Independent. This is the school that 
furnishes education for the children of the personnel of the Iowa Ordnance Plant. 

I also wish to commend the manner in which the United States Office of Educa- 
tion has administered these two laws. On many occasions questions have arisen 
demanding administrative determination, and I believe that in each instance 
full consideration has been given both the schools and the Federal Government. 
I will later present to this committee a complete statistical summary of the 
activities in Lowa as relates to the several school districts that have participated 
in the 815 and 874 programs. It would seem to us that these same problems will 
continue to be with us for a great many years, especially in the case of Middletown 
Independent. It is quite likely that some minor amendments should be made; 
however, | am of the opinion that both 815 and 874 have been generally quite 
acceptable. I believe that, if no changes at all were made, we could get along 
very well. 

It would seem to me that all entitlements under 815 should be paid. In Iowa 
this isin the amount of $202,761. The schools in Lowa also have on file projects 
in the amount of $426,574 for which there has been no reservations. 

S, 1596 seems to assume that all impact is taken care of. This penalizes dis- 
tricts who had not made an application. 

The term ‘critical defense area’’ seems to bear no direct relation to schools. 
This applies more to housing and housing needs and is, I believe, more a real 
estate matter. 
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In the case of class ¢ children, the matter of bringing into the deliberations the 
district’s ability would greatly complicate the deliberations and would place an 
almost impossible burden on the Office of Education. 

It is gratifying to note that the State line barrier has been eliminated earlier 
this year. At that time it was working a hardship on several school districts 
located near State lines. In our State the most notable example was and is the 
tricity area when it was determined that the Rock Island Arsenal, located on an 
island in the Mississippi River, is under the jurisdiction of the State of Illinois. 

I have tried to determine the difference between complete and minimum facili- 
ties set out in 8S. 1596. It would seem that the difference between minimum and 
complete facilities would make a difference of something like 17 to 25 percent in 
the school costs. I should think that when a building is planned and built, that 
this should be done completely. 

The cutting of the entitlement of 70 to 45 percent in the case of 3B pupils 
would seem unfair, 

With reference to the proposal to extend and amend Publie Law 874, I would 
seriously suggest that the effect of these changes be determined and studied since 
in the main they result in less assistance to the schools than that reeeived under 
the present law. I believe that such investigation will disclose that the extent 
of reduction is not justified in light of previous administration or the continued 
need of these schools. I believe that we cannot lose sight of the faet that all 
the children in these schcols are entitled to a normal standard of educational 
opportunity in the State in which they are located, and from what application I 
have been able to make of the proposed changes this will not be possible if they 
are adopted. 

It is true that these changes will result in a budgetary reduction if they are 
enacted into law, but it is questionable as to whether this reduction will not make 
it impossible for the school districts to provide an adequate educational program 
for the federally connected pupils as well as those who are not federally con- 
nected. Such a condition should not be chosen in order for the Federal Govern- 
ment to reduce its contribution to these school districts. I shall comment on the 
probable changes, as I see them, separately and specifically. 

First, I believe that it is imperative that the committee give consideration to 
the inequity which experience has shown to exist in the variation of the local con- 
tribution rate as among the several States. In the main, the States with the low- 
est local contribution rate are those whose financial pattern finanees the major 
part of the operational cost from State funds, thus reducing the part financed from 
local funds. Such a pattern does not mean that the local taxpayer is not making 
a substantial contribution to the schools, but means only the tax is collected 
statewide from local taxpayers. The sales tax is a prime example of such a tax 
and is just as definitely a local tax as the ad valorem tax on property. 

This inequity may be corrected by defining additional taxes as loeal or by placing 
a minimum local contribution rate which any State will receive. Such a minimum 
can be defined in terms of the national average local contribution rate or in terms 
of the per pupil cost of the State or Nation. In either case it will serve to par- 
tially correct the inequity which now exists. 

If all other conditions were equal, and they are not, the principle of absorption 
might serve an equitable purpose. The theory advanced in the proposed legis- 
lation breaks down when applied realistically to the actual conditions. It is 
true that some school districts are required to absorb a number of pupils equal 
to the 3 percent qualifying percentage. It is just as true that the factor of ‘‘de- 
gree of impact’’affects the ability to absorb. Also a school district must absorb 
or its fiseal condition adjusted to care for all of the cost except the local contribu- 
tion rate in the case of the 3 (a) pupils and all the cost but one-half the local contri- 
bution rate in the case of 3 (b) pupils. In this absorption requirement under the 
terms of the law which is not spoken of as such, the abilitv of the district to 
adjust is definitely in relation to the degree of impact. While the districts not 
qualifying are limited to absorbing a 3-percent impact without qualifying, there 
is no limit to the degree of the impact affecting the adjustment referred to above 
and which creates a real budgetary problem the same as the loss of funds from the 
suggested absorption. 

The other major change in the proposed legislation is that which provides 
for payments under section 3 to be made on the previous year’s attendance in that 
section. This within itself is desirable since it will allow for the determination 
of the major share of an applicant’s entitlement early in a fiscal year. However, 
the manner of treatment proposed for the annual increase in section 3 is very 
questionable. The proposal provides that the 3 (e) payment be eliminated and 
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that the increase in section (8) be included under the section 4 (a) category. 
The proposal further eliminates service personnel from the 4 (a) category which 
will reduce the number of schools which can meet the qualifying requirement of 
a 5-percent increase over the ADA of the previous year. 

Provided a school qualifies under section 4 (a) the funds received will be ade- 
quate, with other funds available, to meet the cost of these pupils and there 
will be no adverse effect of this change. However, for the schools which do not 
meet the qualifying requirement both the norma! section 3 (a) and 3 (b) payments 
will be lost in addition to the 3 (e) payments. In fact, the only moneys available 
for such children in many school districts will be one-half the local contribution 
rate of the applicant school for the 3 (b) pupils plus any State funds accruing by 
virtue of the ADA of these particular pupils. I believe the net result will be that 
the educational funds of the other pupils will be dissipated to edueate these children 
for the first vear. In some eases this will not prove serious, but in others it will. 
It could result in an absorption of up to 5 percent of the previous years attendance. 

The second vear these pupils were in attendance they could be counted under 
section 3, and receive the normal payment under this section. It would seem un- 
sound to provide a payment for pupils the second year while eliminating any pay- 
ment the first vear. Certainly if they will cause any financial problem to the local 
school ageney it will be their first vear in attendance since in addition to the 
normal costs, capital facilities such as seats, teachers’ desks and other equipment 
must be provided. 

I would suggest that the proposal be modified so that at least the norma! 
section 3 payment may be made. ‘To do this in the latter part of the year will be 
no more trouble than to make the section 4 (a) payment at that time. It would 
not preclude making the original payment on the previous vears section 3 ADA, 
Another way it might be accomplished would be to qualify all section 3 increases 
under section 4 (a) with the qualifying percentage requirement applicable to the 
regular 4 (a) increases. In any event the result of this ehange should be care- 
fully studied and applied before being made. 

One of the most important problems which has presented itself during the past 
8 vears, and which I believe needs some clarification, is the interpretation of ‘in 
migrant” in connection with the impact of section 4 pupils. Under one interpre- 
tation a section 4 (a) pupil must have moved into the school district after July 1, 
1950. If this same interpretation is held with reference to the beginning time of 
the extended legislation, it will work a very grave hardship on many of the most 
heavily impacted districts. It means that the preschoo! children of these families, 
whose older brothers and sisters are qualified, cannot themselves be counted. 
This seems rather absurd sinee no additional funds accrue to care for this added 
impact. Also it is pointed out that the preschool pupil load is many times more 
distorted than the school-age pupil load since younger families make up this 
impacted population, As this distorted preschool load becomes of school age, 
they have the exact effect on the schoo! budget that any other increase has. [ 
believe that this whole problem can be controlled and equitably administered 
through a normal increase charge by States and areas on the non-Federal load of 
the previous vear. There is no other reason for the abnormal increase other than 
the activities of the Federal Government in most cases even though it is difficult 
to “put hats on” specific children to identify them as such. This problem should 
receive considerable study. 

In conelusion, I am of the opinion that the extension of Public Law 874, with, 
perhaps a few minor changes, will prove more equitable and satisfactory than 
legislation with more drastic changes which cannot possibly be given the consid- 
eration which the original bill received. 

Again I wish to thank this subcommittee for the privilege of appearing before 
you and if I may be of further service I shall be happy to be called upon. 
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Status of construction applications in Iowa under Public Law 815, as of June 15, 1953 


Total of entitle | Balance for 


as 
mee . ment or appli- | Total of reser- which the 
Application No. cations which- | vations | District is 
ever is smaller | eligible 
| 

115, 006 103, 559. 04 | 11, 536. 96 
260, 253 | 260, 253. 00 | 
55, 566. 00 
7 72, 540. 00 | - 
162, 162 162, 162.00 | 
202 — 65, 268 24, 000. 00 41, 268. 06 
206, 001 206, 001. 00 
20, 618 30, GIS. 00 
207... | 49, 971 49, 971. OO 
208 | 66, 717 66, 717. 00 
209__ 26, 460 26, 460. 00 = 
69. 603 69, 608. 00 
Al, 000 Al, 000. 00 
212 | 70, 875. OO 
218 
61, 236 61, 236. 00 

: 1,687,559 | 1, 529, 037. 04 | 158. 521. 96 


Chairman McConnett. I am going to announce that the hearings 
will conclude with this witness on the general subject matter of school 
districts affected by Federal impact and also on specific consideration 
of Public Laws 815 and 874. The record of the hearings, however, 
will be kept open for the insertion of statements for a week, that will 
be June 24, after which the record will close. Any other questions? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENDERSON LANHAM, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN THE CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Lanuam. I would like to express my interest and deep concern 
about this legislation and ask permission to extend my own remarks 
and include therein a letter from Mr. Paul Sprayberry, county school 
commissioner from my State in Cobb County. 

Chairman McConnetu. We will be pleased to receive it, and we 
are also pleased to have your remarks at this time. 

Mr. Lanuam. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before 
your committee to urge the extension of Public Laws 815 and 874, 
either by simple resolution continuing these acts for another definite 
period or by enactment of the pending bills with certain modifications 
and changes specifically referred to in a letter addressed to me by Mr. 
W. P. Sprayberry, superintendent of the schools of Cobb County, 
Ga., in which is located a huge Lockheed aircraft plant. In this 
connection I request your consent to file along with my statement this 
letter which in detail sets forth certain inequities in the proposed 
legislation and suggests amendments that will more nearly make the 
legislation meet the Government’s responsibility for the situation 
that has developed in not only this county of my district but in other 
counties and cities of the State of Georgia. 
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It is not necessary for me to refer again to the fact that there is a 
definite responsibility upon the Federal Government for the education 
of the children brought into the various communities in America where 
Federal installations, whether strictly military or not, have been the 
cause of the crowded conditions in the schools. This responsibility 
has been repeatedly recognized by the Congress, by the passage of 
laws providing for meeting this responsibility, the last two being known 
as Public Law 815 and Publie Law 874. 

It seems rather apparent that the pending legislation tries to shirk 
a part of this responsibility, especially in view of the provision that 
the local school districts must absorb 3 percent of the non-Federal 
children, which means that the actual number of children of Federal 
responsibility is reduced by 3 percent of the non-Federal children, 
This provision is obviously dictated by budgetary considerations and 
is unworthy of consideration because it does seek to dodge respon- 
sibility for a portion of the Federal impact on the school districts. 

There are other unfair provisions in the bills pending which are more 
specifically referred to by Mr. Sprayberry in his letter to me.I will 
not dwell upon these further than to say that they, of course, should 
be corrected before the legislation is presented on the floor of the House 
for passage. 

Just one other thing, and that is to call your attention to the fact 
that the State of Georgia allocates to education more than 50 percent 
of its total revenues. This includes the revenue from a 3-percent 
sales tax without exemptions recently enacted in Georgia. In addi- 
a the local school districts, now countywide in extent, levy up to 

5 mills on all taxable property in the county. Even this large State 
print and the tax revenues of the local districts are wholly 
insufficient to enable the school districts to take care of the children 
brought into the district as a result of Federal activity in the commu- 
nity. 

Summing the whole matter up, the Federal Government is responsi- 
ble for the presence of a definite number of children in the various 
school districts where there is a Federal installation, either military 
or civilian. The State of Georgia and the local communities are doing 
all they can to meet the problem. There should be no shirking by the 
Federal Government of its responsibilities for the education of these 
children merely to comply with an order of the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget. I have the utmost confidence in the members of this 
subcommittee and feel sure that they will meet the responsibility that 
rests upon them and the Congress to provide adequate Federal funds 
for the school districts which qualify under the several classifications 
of the law. 

Again let me thank you for your patience and consideration. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


Marietta, Ga., June 17, 1958. 


Hon. HENpERSON LANHAM, 
House Office Building, v ashington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Lanuam: I[ am writing you concerning the amendments that have 
been proposed by the administration for Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. 
I would like to call your attention to the following facts concerning Public Laws 
815 and 874, and their effect on the schools in your district as well as the State 
of Georgia at large. 
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Pusuie Law 815 


1. Careful attention should be given to the following phrases that occur in the 
amendments: 

(a) Critical defense area. One of the qualifying requirements of a school dis- 
trict would be to have a part or the whole district declared a critical defense area. 
This requirement has no basis since a critical defense area is of slight significance 
in determining its relationship to the needs of a school district. 

(b) Military establishment. This phrase eliminates Federal industrial installa- 
tions. It is obvious that a Federal industrial installation causes just as serious 
an impact upon a school district as a military installation. 

(c) State line school districts. Federal property may be located outside of a 
respective State but still affect seriously a school] district. This seetion of the 
law is nor clear and should be watched very carefully. 

2. I feel certain that a careful check of the facts wil! reveal that to change the 
formula for determining the amount of aid for section 202b pupils from 70 percent 
for complete school facilities of the cost to 45 percent of the cost of minimum 
school facilities will not finance schoo] buildings for these children. This leaves 
55 percent of the cost to be borne by the loeal district. I am sure that vou will 
agree that the amount of aid should remain as it now is in Public Law 815 at 70. 
percent for complete school facilities for 202b children. 

3. Entitlement concept. The entitlement concept for a school district is com- 
pletely eliminated in amendments as proposed in 8. 1596. This places the amount 
of entitlement of a school to be determined by the United States Office of Educa- 
tion. Either the legislation entitles a school district to some help that is definite 
or it is of no value to the district. The entitlement concept enables the school 
district to plan in an orderly fashion the manner in which funds appropriated will 
be used in that district. 

4. Unpaid obligations—new impacts. If Public Law 815, is not extended and 
no provision is made for additional appropriations, the schools in your congression- 
al district will stand to lose approximately $500,000, in entitlements that are 
now in part supported by projects on file in the United States Office of Education 
or in reimbursement requests which were filed by schools which expended their 
own funds to house federally connected children. The local school distriets 
accepted in good faith these entitlements and failure of the Federal Government 
to supply the funds under the terms of the law will, in effeet, repudiate its obliga- 
tion. If funds are not appropriated before June 30 to cover outstanding entitle- 
ments, the period of time for making such appropriation should be extended. 
Further that Public Law 815 be extended so as to take care of new Federal 
Government impacts in local school district, that have occurred since June 30, 
1952. 

Pusiic Law 874 


Public Law 874. With reference to the proposal to extend and amend Publie 
Law 874, I suggest that the effect of all changes be determined and studied since 
in the main they are designed to give less assistance to the schools than has been 
received under the present law. It is true that the proposed changes will result 
in a budgetary reduction if they are enacted into law, but it is questionable as to 
whether this reduction will not make it impossible for schoo] districts to provide 
an adequate educational program for the federally connected pupils as well as 
those not federally connected. 

1. Local contribution rate. One of the chief inequities which experience has 
shown to exist has been the low contribution rate as among the several States. 
Georgia has a low contribution rate due to the fact that the State pays approxi- 
mately 80 percent of the school operational cost. The sales tax is an example 
of such a tax that is just as much local as the ad valorem tax on property. I 
suggest that a floor be set for the local contribution rate and that this floor be 
made 75 percent of the local contribution rate of the national median. 

2. Absorption. One of the major changes embodied in Public Law 874 is the 
absorption of 3 percent of the nonfederally connected children. The funds 
available for section 3 pupils are those derived from the LCR times the number 
of 3 (a) pupils, one-half the LCR times the 3 (b) pupils. This applied to Cobb 
County would mean a loss of 24 percent of the money for 3 (a) and 3 (b) children. 
Other schools in the seventh district would be similarly effected. For the State 
of Georgia the loss would be 38 percent or $290,000. Half of the 37 school systems 
receiving aid for section 3 (a) and 3 (b) children will be eliminated. The joss 
for the State of Georgia would range from 14 percent to 100 percent. 
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Another major change in section 3 is the elimination of section 3 (e), (State lag) 
federally connected children unless they can qualify under 4 (a) categories as the 
new law provides for payments to be made on the previous vear’s attendance. 
Children of service personnel are likewise eliminated from 4 (a) category which 
drastically reduces the number of schools that can meet the qualified requirement 
of 5-percent increase over the average daily attendance of the previous year. 
Only 6 of 37 school systems in Georgia would be eligible under the proposed law. 
The net loss would amount to 48 percent or $500,000. 

I am, therefore, suggesting that this proposed law be modified so as to allow 
all new section 3 children to be automatically placed in section 4 (a) for the first 
year without regard to any overall required percentage increase then under 
section 3 for the second year. 

In conclusion, I believe that the extension of Public Law 874 with possibly a 
few minor changes would provide more equitable and satisfactory operation than 
new legislation which contains radical changes that are not founded on thorough 
study basic data which will show the effect of these changes on affected school 
district. 

It is quite obvious that all the proposed legislation is worthless unless money 
is authorized to meet these pressing needs. 

This information is being placed in your hands with the thought that it may 
prove of value to vou and the other Congressmen from our State in evaluating 
the effect of the proposed amendments to Publie Laws 815 and 874 will have on 
Georgia schools qualifying for assistance under these provisions. 

With sincere appreciation for your continued interest and help, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
W. P. Sprayrerry, 
Superintendent, Cobb County Schools. 

Chairman McConnetzt, Thank you, Mr. Lanham, for appearing 
here. 

Mr. Barpen. As I understand it, you have some situations in your 
State where they figured out their entitlements and so forth, and then 
the money gave out. 

Mr. Lanuam. That is right. In several districts in my State and 
at least one school district in my district they did that, and the 
money gave out before they got the money to which they were 
entitled under the provisions of the act. 

Mr. Barven. There were several others who were in that some 
plight. 

Mr. Lannam. I will refer to that in the statement which I will 
make, and in Mr. Sprayberry’s letter. 

Mr. Barpen. You were working with those folks at the time the 
money gave out? 

Mr. Lanuam. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barpen. Mr. Chairman, I have a letter here from Congress- 
man Forrester, to which he attached a letter from Mr. L. W. Tabor, 
superintendent of Houston County schools of Perry, Ga. I would 
like to incorporate this. 

Chairman McConnetu. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Data submitted by Mr. Barden follow:) 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 1, 1953. 
Hon. Grauam A. BARDEN 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Frienp: I am handing you herein a letter from Hon. L. W. Tabor, 
Superintendent, Houston County Schools, Perry, Ga., relating to Public Laws 
815 and 874. 

Mr. Tabor has made a study of the proposed legislation, and very intelligently 
criticises this legislation. I wanted you to have his criticisms before you at the 
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time that your committee proceeds to pass upon this legislation. I will certainly 
appreciate anything you can do in trying to correct the inequities pointed out in 
that letter. If I can be of any assistance, advise me. 
Your friend, 
EK. L. Forrester, 
Member of Congress. 
(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


Houston County ScHoo:s, 
Perry, Ga., May 27, 1958. 
Hon. E. L. Forrester, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Forrester: I have studied the newly proposed school laws and 
have heard them discussed by people who are supposed to know something about 
them. However, I must admit that I am still somewhat puzzled. I would like 
to try to enumerate a few things that to me seem to work against us rather than 
help us. 

As you know, Public Law 815 has expired. The proposed changes will hurt us 
considerably as compared to old law. Under the old law, our entitlement was 
figured on basis of cost of constructing complete school facilities, the new law 
proposes minimum facilities. Just why, I ean’t see. Certainly all of our children 
are entitled to complete facilities if a part are. The old law allowed us to figure 
entitlement for school children whose parents live on or whose parents worked on 
Federal property on basis of eligible ADA times 70 percent of average cost of 
building complete facility. The pr@posed new law for children of some category 
proposes to figure cost on basis of increased ADA in 1953-54 over 1951-52 times 
45 percent of cost of minimum school facilities. This change reduces percentage 
factor by 25 and reduces from complete facilities to minimum. 

In most all districts there are more children in this category than any other, 
consequently, this change will make considerable difference in amount of money 
available for school construction. Another change states that children of parents 
who came into the district as service personnel for field workers cannot be counted 
at all. The sudden influx of people into the community to work in stores, shops, 
and other such places definitely creates a burden on the county because of the 
Federal project. 

The proposed changes for 874 provides for an absorption of a number of 
federally connected children equivalent to 3 percent of nonfederally connected. 
This 3 percent is a qualifying figure. In order to be eligible for aid a school must 
have at least a number of federally connected children equal to 3 percent of 
nonfederally connected. 

This rule as for qualifying has been in effect, but if you qualified you could 
count all federally connected. Had this rule been in effeet for 1951-52 school 
vear it would have cost Houston County about $4,000. 

Another change eliminates payment under section 3 (e) for children entering 
the system for the first time in any given vear. Payment, under certain condi- 
tions, could be collected for these children in seetion 4 (a). To qualify in this 
section the number of new federally connected children must be at least 5 percent 
or more of the total ADA for the previous year. This, it seems to me, could be a 
high qualifying percentage. For the past 2 or 3 years we have had enough 
increase to qualify, but as we get larger it will be harder to qualify. We could 
get caught with a 4 percent increase and have quite a number of children on hand 
without funds to finance their schooling during their first vear in the system. It 
is my thinking that this percentage should be lowered to at least 3 percent. 

If I understand the operation of section 4 (a) correctly we will probably be as 
well off as we were in section 3 (e). However, section 3 (e) covered any inerease 
and payment was not contingent upon a percentage of increase. 

These bills are to come before the House committee before long and many of 
these kinks will probably be ironed out. However, | wanted you to know that 
the bills as they are now written could place additional financial burdens on our 
county instead of relieving burdens. 

Of course, Public Law 874 has 1 more vear to operate after this year and it is 
highly probable that new legislation will not be passed in time to change its 
operation. These two revised laws are better then no help at all but these coun- 
ties that have had additional financial burdens thrust upon them because of 
Federal installations should have adequate help. 

You have rendered us much assistance in the past and we are sure you will 
continue vour best efforts to help the people of your distriet and county. How- 
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ever, we fully realize that many problems are encountered in trying to pass 
legislation, but we have full confidence in your ability to do what you think best. 
If we ean furnish additional information that will help you, please let us know. 


Sincerely yours, 
. W. Tasor, 
Superintendent, Houston County Schools. 


Chairman McConnetu. The public hearings are concluded. The 
committee will adjourn. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee recessed, subject to call of 
the Chair.) 

(Committee Nore.—Pursuant to permission granted by the 
chairman, the following letters and statements, filed before June 24, 
are made a part of the record:) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 19538. 


Hon. Samvuet K. McConnetu, Jr. 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Co.LLeacue: In reference to your present consideration of the provisions 
of Public Laws 874 and 815, I am enclosing herewith information concerning the 
costs of Federal Government installations to Arlington County, Va. 

I understand that Arlington County may be used as an example of Federal 
impacted areas. Therefore, the enclosed information showing the cost of the 
Federal Government to the local communities should serve to substantiate the 
position which I understand your subcommittee has taken in regard to this matter. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Jor. T. 
Member of Congress. 


Costs or Unrrep Strares GOVERNMENT INSTALLATIONS TO ARLINGTON CouNTYy, 
May, 25, 1953 


Information in this report is based on conservative estimates. It has been 
supplied by Commissioner of Revenue George Fischer, Director of Public Safety 
Carlisle Johnstone, Chief of Police William Fawver, Fire Chief A. E. Scheffel, 
Director of Finance Edgar Smith, Water Division Chief W. I. Jefferies, Highway 
Division Chief C. G. Stoneburner, Planning Director C. L. Kinnier, Sanitation 
Division Chief F. H. Doe, Jr. 

1. Question.—The total area of federally owned property in your community 
and the ratio of this area to the total area in the community. 


Answer Acres 
Lands now owned by U. 8S. Government-.--._-.....---.-------------- 2, 595 
George Washington Parkway, units 3 and 4, acquired and now being 
Area not held by U.'8. 13, 675 
Totel area of Arlington County... 16, 479 


The percentage of federally owned land to the total county land area is 17.01. 
2. Question.—The estimated assessed valuation of property now owned by the 
Government and the ratio of this assessed valuation to all other property in 
your community. 
Answer by commissioner of revenue (letter of March 27, 1953, appendix A) 

“The estimated assessed valuation of property in Arlington County now owned 
by the Federal Government is $176,591,575. If this valuation were on our tax 
rolls, it would amount to 45 percent of the total taxable values.” 

3. Question.—Total yearly revenue derived from real-property taxes in your 
community. 
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Answer by commissioner of revenue 

“The total revenue from real-property taxes in Arlington County, as shown 
on the 1952 Real Property Assessment Book, was $6,096,888.28.”’ 

The actual revenue from real-property taxes in Arlington County for 1951-52 
was $5,332,266.! 

4. (uestion.—Total annual revenue received from all the real property if the 
Government paid its share of taxes. 

Answer by commissioner of revenue 

The total revenue that would have been produced in 1952, had the Govern- 
ment ownership been taxable, would have been $11,059,111.56, S6,096,888.28 
from presently taxable property, and $4,962,223.28 from Federal Government 
property. 

5. Cuestion.—Fstimated expenses to your community resulting from CGovern- 
ment operations such as water and sewer facilities, street and highway, police and 
fire protection, public-health and school facilities. This estimate would include 
the cost of educational assistance for children residing on nontaxable federally 
owned property. 

Answer 

(a) Sewer service.—The Federal installations in Arlington pay for the cost of 
treating their sewage but not the cost of conveyancing. 

The attached statement, appendix B, shows the amounts paid by the various 
Federal installations for the fiscal year 1951-52 for treatment service. The 
eharges were determined by dividing the cost of operating the sewage-treatment 
plant by the total population served to obtain the cost per capita and then multi- 
plying this figure by the number of persons in the Federal installations. 

It is believed that the Federal installations could also pay their proportionate 
share of conveying the sewage to the treatment plant. If the cost of operating 
and maintaining the sewer lines and the cost of conveyancing is considered, the 
eharges would be as follows, using the figures for the fiscal vear 1951-52. 

1. Cost of maintenance and operations of sewer lines, $111,701.43. 

2. Population served, January 1952, 145,471. 

3. Cost per capita, $0.7679. 

4. Charges for convevancing would be: 


Fort Myer, 1,477 X$0.7679_ _- $1, 134.19 
Airport, 2,500 X$0.7679._- 1,919. 75 
Henderson Hall, 734 $0.7679 563. 64 


Building T-7, 1,442 X$0.7679___ 1, 107. 31 


Norte. —Quarters K charge is in proportion to charge for treatment service. 


(b) Water service.—There is no cost to the Arlington County Water Division 
for federally owned property inasmuch as all services rendered to Federal estab- 
lishments are paid for in the same manner as any other property owner. 

The Federal agencies in the county pay for water service at the same rates 
as any other user. 

(c) Fire protection.—The cost of fire protection for United States Government 
installations in the county could vary from year to year depending upon the 
number of runs to such installations. However, assuming that the fiscal vear 
1951-52 can be taken as a typical year, it is found that the data on fire and 
ambulance runs are: 

Fire runs 


Type fire run Number Cost perrun Total cost 


Run to U. 8. Government installation. 61 $55 $3, 355 
Run to other than U. 8. Government installation .___.......-- 1, 686 55 | 92, 730 


! Difference in figures from commissioner of revenue and department of finance arises from (1) adjust- 
ments after assessment book is closed, and (2) taxes assessed but not collected. 
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Ambulance and rescue squad runs 


Type ambulance run Number | Cost per run | Total cost 
Run to other than U. 8. Government installation....-_-_.__- . 788 | 13, 410. 00 


14, 452. 50 


Run to U. 8. Government installation 139 $7. 50 | $1, 042. 50 
7.50 
| 


For the fiscal year 1951-52, $3,355 or 3.5 percent of the cost of making fire 
runs, $96,085, was spent on runs to United States Government installations within 
the county. For the same period, $1,042.50 or 7.2 percent of the cost of making 
ambulance and rescue squad runs, $14,452.50, was spent on runs to these agencies, 

(d) Police protection.—It is estimated that 17.4 percent of the total man-hours 
in the police division is spent in some manner connected directly or indirectly 
with United States Government installations within the county. ranslating this 
into funds for the fiscal year 1951-52, it is found that about $90,000 of the total 
police division budget, $511,594.06, was spent on activities connected with these 
installations. A detailed breakdown of police activities connected with or caused 
by United States Government installations is not possible. Some of the activities 
of the five bureaus of the police division related to work of the United States 
Government installations are listed below. 

Juvenile bureau: Investigates any request from military authorities arising from 
juveniles who reside on military posts. Investigates cases of molested children 
involving children of military personnel. Investigates cases of neglected children, 
vandalism, larcenies, and similar complaints involving juveniles in Government 
housing projects. It is estimated that 40 percent of the activities of the bureau 
is related to military personnel, their families, or Government housing projects. 

Safety traffic bureau: Makes traffic counts and works out solutions to traffic 
problems arising from United States Government installations. Issues and keeps 
records on parking permits around military installations. About 10 percent of 
the total man-hours of this bureau is devoted to work connected with Govern- 
ment installations. 

Administrative bureau: Work connected with Government installations con- 
sists of making record checks for Federal agencies investigating job applicants, 
handling records on arrests and parking tickets, and issuing summons for county 
tag violations where military exemptions are questioned. This bureau also 
processes photographs of accident scenes involving military personnel or their 
families. About 10 percent of the total man-hours of this bureau is devoted to 
work connected with Federal Government operations. 

Detective bureau: Investigates assignments of cases of larcenies, vice, and 
similar crimes connected with military personnel or their families. About 10 
percent of the total man-hours of the personnel is spent on assignments of this 


type. 

Uniformed bureau: This bureau handles a wide variety of cases arising from 
United States Government installations. Some of these are answering radio calls 
on complaints, daily traffic assignments at Government installations for traffic 
control, and investigation of automobile accidents involving military personnel 
or their families. It is estimated that 15 percent of the total man-hours worked 
by personnel of the bureau is devoted to this type of assignment. 

(e) Highways and streets.—It is not possible to arrive at an accurate cost fig- 
ure for United States Government installations as far as highway operations are 
concerned. Since all, or nearly all, of the streets in the county are involved in 
Government operations in some form or another, and because Government 
vehicles travel over many of the county streets, the distribution of the cost 
involved would not be accurate. There is no question that the expenditures 
made by the county each year because of this run into considerable money. 

The county does not maintain any of the roads within the Government. in- 
stallations. Therefore, direct costs to these areas would not be available since 
no expenditures were made by the county. We have placed some traffie signs 
within the installations. 

The problem can be demonstrated best by using one of the installations as an 
example and showing some of the things that have been done recently. Arling- 
ton Hall will be used for this purpose. 

(1) An access road was constructed from Arlington Boulevard to the north- 
west corner of this project in order to permit cars to enter at this point and to 
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reduce to some extent the travel over local streets. The cost of this project was 
$18,872.07. 

(2) The county has found it necessary to place numerous signs in the Aleova 
Heights and Barcroft areas in order to prevent the workers at Arlington Hall 
from cluttering the streets unduly with parked cars. We do not have an exact 
cost for this operation but the number of signs is great and the cost high. 

(3) From time to time we have had to do work at the entrance at Fourth Street, 
South, and George Mason Drive. The cost of this would amount to several 
thousand dollars. 

(4) The traffic conditions on the north side of the post have required con- 
siderable traffic-control work, which has resulted in cost to the county. 

(5) Vehicles going to and from the post use numerous streets in the Bareroft, 
Aleova Heights, and Buckingham areas immediately adjacent to the post, as 
well as other streets farther away from the post. 

(6) A service road was constructed along Arlington Boulevard to the most 
westerly gate. 

(7) The building operations and paving of the parking lots, as well as the 
removal of numerous trees and vegetation, have resulted in a greatly increased 
runoff into Doctor’s Branch. This excess flow has caused damage downstream 
and has resulted in necessary work on the part of the county. 

(f) Public health facilities—At the present time there are five pwblic housing 
projects within the county being operated by the Federal Government. The 
Health Department has clinics or health centers at four of these projects. In- 
formation which has been received indicates that all five of these projects will be 
dissolved before the end of the fiscal year 1953-54. Therefore, no cost estimates 
are furnished on these health centers, since this would be an elimination of ex- 
penditure caused by Federal Government installations. 

6. Question.—Total payment in lieu of taxes your community has received from 
the Government in the last 5 vears, including amounts paid under Public Laws 
815 and 874; also payments in lieu of taxes on public housing projects. 


Answer 


Arlington County has received the following payments in lieu of taxes during 
the past 5 vears: 


1948 | 1949 1950 | 1951 1952 


| 
ne 
School | $20, 878. 28 | $2 
General county : | 33, 405. 24 | $54, 016. 13 | 16, 514.13 
54, 283.52 | 54,016.13 | 57,037.02 | 53, 174.43 35, 479. 58 
| | 


The payments which have been received from the Federal Government under 
Public Laws 815 and 874 are shown below: 


1948 1949 | 1950 | 1951 | 1952 


| 

Public Law 815 (school construction ) | 0 0 0 0.94 0 
Public Law 874 (school attendance). 0} 0 0 | $225, 274.94 | $294, 409. 21 


As can be seen above, the county has not received payments under Public 
Law 815 during the 5 vears shown. We have been informed that the county will 
receive payment under this law for the fiscal year 1952-53. 


APPENDIX A 
Marcu 27, 1953. 
Hon. Joe, T. Broyuit, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Broynite: In reply to your letter of March 3 with respect to 
certain statistical information you desire relative to Government-owned property 
in Arlington County, I set out below such information as I am able to provide in 
numbered paragraphs corresponding to the numbered paragraphs in your above- 
mentioned letter. 

1. The planning division advises that the area of Arlington County at the 
present time is 16,497 acres, of which the Federal Government owns 2,884 acres. 
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This shows that 17!4 percent of the total area of Arlington County is Federal- 
owned real estate. 

2. The estimated assessed valuation of property in Arlington County now 
owned by the Federal Government is $176,591,575. If this valuation were on 
our tax rolls it would amount to 45 percent of the total taxable values. 

3. The total revenue from real property taxes in Arlington County, as shown on 
the 1952 real property assessment book, was $6,096,888.28. 

4. The total revenue that would have been produe ed in 1952, had the Govern- 
ment ownership been taxable, would have been $11,059,111.56, $6,096,888.28 
from presently taxable property, and $4,962,223.28 from Federal Government 
property. 

5. I believe the county manager and the superintendent of schools would be 
in a better position to answer your queries with respect to expenses to the com- 
munity resulting from Government operations, such as water, sewer, streets and 
— ays, police and fire protection, public health, school facilities, ete. 

The county finance division under the county manager would be in a better 
saitinn to supply the information requested as to Government payments in lieu 
of taxes. 

It is my opinion that locally assessable values are producing just about the 
maximum revenues that can be expected from these sources. I do not feel that 
we can abolish the personal property tax nor the local automobile license tax and 
increase the burden on real property to offset the loss of revenue from those two 
sources. It is my opinion that real estate alone cannot produce the necessary 
revenue to carry on the functions of government here in Arlington or anywhere 
else in the State. Additional sources of revenue which equitably distributes the 
burden of taxation among all citizens must be located somehow to augment the 
sources that we now tap in order for Arlington County to provide the bare necessi- 
ties of the functions of government to its citizens. 

Yours sincerely, 
Georce Commissioner. 


AppeENDIX B 
ArLINGron County, Va. 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE 
Sewer Division 
Sewage treatment charges for fiscal year 1951-52 


Population serviced Jan. 1, 1952: 


Falls Church (585 connections at 4 persons per) - css are 2, 340 

Operating costs of treatment plant for fiscal year 1950-51 plus ov er- 
Less charges for United States naval receiving station (quarters K)_ 00. 00 
47, 676. 83 


Cost per person, $47,676.83-- 145,471 =$0.3277. 
Outside charges: 


United States naval receiving station (quarters K)____________ 400. 00 


! Non-Federal installation. 
Norte.—The population at quarters K varies considerably so we have an agreement for a flat fee charge. 


F. H. Dog, Jr., Sanitary Engineer. 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. Brooks Hays, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STaTE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Chairman, in the 8ist Congress, Public Laws 815 and 874 were passed 
after full consideration of the problems created by increased Federal activities 
in various school districts throughout the United States. 

Conditions which prevailed in 1950 and led to the enactment of these laws 
continue to exist today. In fact the problem has increased in severity. Both 
of these laws should be extended in order to meet the present requirements of 
those school districts that will have increased enrollments as a result of Federal 
activity. ‘The renewed activities of the Government since the Korean War has 
placed tremendous burdens on many districts. Federal projects are expanding 
and thereby causing an increased need for aid in hundreds of school districts. 
If Federal assistance was sound in 1950 prior to the Korean War, it is equally 
sound today and for the future where Federal aetivities are certain to increase 
the financial burden of the affected local school districts. 

I cite as an example the approved air base to be located in Jacksonville, Ark. 
This installation will bring several hundred additional school children to the 
Pulaski County schools. These children will be deprived of minimum educa- 
tional advantages unless the aid provided by these laws is extended. I therefore 
strongly recommend the extension of both of these laws. 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


It is my understanding that your committee is considering the extension and 
revision of Public Laws 815 and 874. I heartily concur in the policy of extending 
adequate Federal aid to school districts suffering an increased financial load by 
reason of Federal activity in the area of the district. There is no question of the 
merit of this assistance and the extension of this law has been urged by our new 
Chief Executive. My principal purpose in addressing this memorandum to the 
committee is to relate the problems of my district with respect to the formulae for 
allocation of funds to the end that appropriations made will be allocated in such 
fashion that a maximum benefit to the most deserving beneficiaries is achieved. 

It is my underatanding that Frank Wright of the office of the California State 
superintendent of public instruction has discussed the problem of all California 
districts with some probable reference to the school districts within my congres- 
sional district. However, the possibility exists the problems statewide for Cali- 
fornia districts are not identical with and in some cases inconsistent with the 
problems of the school districts within my district. 

The principal school districts within my congressional district most directly 
affected by the possible extension and revision of Public Law 815 are the Kern 
County Union High School District; the Muroe Elementary School District; the 
Mojave Desert Union High School District, and the China Lake Joint Elementary 
School District. 

The source of the impact of Federal activity on the Moroe Elementary School 
District and the Mojave Desert Union High School District is the Edwards Air 
Force Base, a research center devoted to developing prototypes of advanced air- 
craft under the direction of the Air Force. 

The source of impact for the China Lake Joint Elementary School District and 
the Kern County Union High Schoo! District is the Navy ordnance testing station 
at China Lake, which is the site of research activity under the management of 
the Navy for the development of various types of advanced missiles and related 
projects. The elementary school district is devoted exclusively to the purposes 
of on-station residents, civilian and military, with no local assessment base except 
a minimum of personal property tax. Over 50 percent of the daily maintenance 
and operation funds for this school are derived from Public Law 874 and the 
remainder almost entirely from the State of California. The high school on this 
station is devoted to the children of on-station residents with the exception of 
approximately 175 pupils residing off the station. It is known as Burroughs 
High School and is a part of the Kern County Union High School District, and 
with the exception of funds derived from the Federal Government secures all of 
its support from the State of California and taxation imposed on other areas of 
Kern County. Before the enactment of Public Laws 874 and 815 the maintenance 
of elementary and high-school facilities at China Lake was the direct responsibility 
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of the Navy, which provided the buildings as well as the day-to-day operational 
finances. The Burroughs High School enrolls 532 students in 3 grades. At the 
present time the Navy ordnance testing station has applications on file under 
section 204 of Public Law 815 in the amount of $1,482,000 for projects approved 
by the California State Department of Education officials and by regional repre- 
sentatives of the United States Office of Education. The Navy station high 
school faces a building shortage because of the fact that the present law does not 
a allocation for students who live off-station but who must attend high school 
there. 

The situation with respect to the Mojave Desert Union High School District is a 
difficult one. Edwards Air Force Base is located in a remote area of the desert 
approximately midway between the small communities of Mojave and Boron, 
being about 10 miles equidistant from each. When the base was originally 
activited the total area was a part of the Lancaster Union High School District 
and students were transported from the area daily in the course of a round trip of 
approximately 100 miles. Because of the difficulties inherent in this situation the 
people of the area formed their own high achool district, including the towns of 
Mojave and Boron. It was determined to locate a new high school facility at the 
Air Force base on the basis that it was the most central location. The citizens of 
Mojave objected to this procedure and formed their own high school district. 
This action resulted in a high school district with almost the only base of taxation 
being the very small community of Boron with a population of approximately 
3,000 people. It is reliably estimated that a plant adequate to support all of the 
high school students derived from the areas within and outside the Air Force base 
would cost approximately $800,000. The maximum bonding capacity under 
State law for the district is $400,000 and the people of the district have voted to 
bond themselves in that amount. Under the existing provisions of Public Law 815 
the district is not entitled to collect the deficiency from the Federal Government 
although the necessity for building a new plant arises primarily from the presence 
of the Federal installation. At the present time the high school is being conducted 
in temporary wooden frame buildings. 

Approximately 50 percent or more of the student load comes from the families 
of persons employed on the Air Force station which is entirely Government owned; 
however, a negligible number actually reside on Edwards Air Force Base. 

It is my understanding that the recommendations of the Office of Education 
with respect to this legislation contemplates a reduction in the percentage of 
contribution for students who do not reside with parents both resident upon the 
property of and employed by the Federal Government. This would be a serious 
blow to the Mojave Desert Union High School District which finds the present 
law inadequate without reducing the percentage contributed for such category of 
students. It would be my recommendation that the law be liberalized in this 
respect and further that the administrator be clothed with some broad discretion 
to care for hardship cases in situations such as that of the Mojave Desert Union 
High School District, which may or may not be unique. In the case of this 
district the need for the separate high school facility was created by the Federal 
activity. The solution of such need required a complete new high school plant 
in an area with a minimum of assessable property, which under requirements of 
State law and general considerations of taxation cannot supply the funds to 
establish such plant without a greater degree of Federal assistance. The inade- 
quacy of the present law will require that children of military personnel and 
civilian employees will continue to attend school in unsafe and inadequate 
buildings for some time to come. 

The principal school districts within my district affected by the operation of 
Public Law 874 are situated in a desert area with a minimum of local assessed 
valuation and with Federal activity translated into number of students having 
maximum impact. These districts are the Indian Wells Valley Union Elementary 
School District, Randsburg Elementary School District, the Kern County Union 
High School District, the Southern Kern County Union Elementary School 
District, the Muroe Elementary School District, and the Mojave Desert Union 
High School District. The China Lake Joint Elementary School District receives 
over half of its daily support under Public Law 874. The Muroe Elementary 
School District reecives over 22 percent of its support from the same source. 
It is apparent that all of these districts, and particularly the last two mentioned 
have a large stake in this program. 

The trustees and administrators of these districts have met together and con- 
sidered their problem and have arrived at certain conclusions with respect to 
needed changes in the formulae. These conclusions are stated in the form of a 
resolution which I attach hereto and which is marked “Exhibit A.” 
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A review of the situation generally in California might prove valuable in your 
consideration of this serious problem. Under State law all school districts are 
limited to a maximum tax rate. Consequently the ability of a particular distriet 
to raise money is limited by its assessed valuation. This consideration alone 
would dictate that some districts provide a higher level of education than other 
districts, depending upon the character and extent of industrial development and 
other productive use of property in the area in relation to the total student load. 
Under State law each school district received a certain minimum amount of 
State aid; however, districts with a low assessed valuation in relation to number 
of pupils receive additional State aid under an equalization formula to the end 
that all districts will have a minimum level of edueation. It is my understanding 
that the present formula of Public Law 874 makes no effort at carrying out, 
at the Federal level, the policy embodied in the equalization principle carried out 
by the State of California, and that the contribution of the Federal Government 
per pupil is measured by the contribution made by the local districts without 
consideration of the inability of certain districts to make a maximum contribution. 
Thus district A might receive $400 per pupil at a time when it was not levying its 
maximum tax rate, whereas district B in a poorer area would receive only $100 
per pupil at a time when it was staining its resources to the utmost by levying 
& maximum tax rate. By and large the administrators of the distriets whieh 
I represent feel that the Federal formula should include an equalization factor 
to make a greater contribution in the ease of poorer distriets and to provide for 
a graduated abatement to less radically affect these poorer districts in the event 
of failure of appropriations of sufficient funds to meet the total Federal commit- 
ment. This philosophy is embodied in the recommendation contained in exhibit 
A attached hereto. 

I should comment also on the difference in contribution made by the Federal 
Government with respect to pupils who either are not resident on Federal prop- 
erty, or whose parents merely reside on Federal property (class B allotments) as 
contrasted with those whose parents both work for the Government and reside 
on Federal property (class A allotments). The 50-percent contribution in the 
one case compared with a 100-percent contribution in the other is not justified 
by fact or logic. ‘The B category pupils in my district are almost entirely the 
children of parents who work at the Navy Ordnance Testing Station or the Ed- 
wards Air Force Base, but do not reside on Federal property. Many, if not the 
majority, of these persons reside in trailers or minimum-value residences which 
make a small contribution to the assessed value of the school district. In fact 
it might be truthfully said that their contribution to the assessed valuation would 
be almost exclusively that as taxpavers of a personal property tax which applies 
equally to those persons both residing on and working on Federal property. 
would suggest that the contribution of the Federal Government for B class pupils 
be raised above the 50-percent mark in the discretion of the Administrator upon 
a finding of the exact contribution that the parents of these persoms make to the 
economy of the school district. I would assume that the contribution would 
differ from district to district. For example, the contribution would be small in 
desert areas such as are involved in my distriet where residence and job tenure is 
presumably temporary in many instances and might be substantial in an area 
such as that surrounding the District of Columbia. In any event I feel that the 
Administrator should be clothed with some discretion to take care of hardship 
cases. 

In addition provision should be made in the law for some credit by way of pay- 
ment for pupils whose parents neither work for the Government or live on Federal 
property but who are in the area solely by reason of Federal activity with respect 
to which they supply an attendant service to the activity or the e mployee s thereoi. 
For example, the Burrough High School at the Navy Ordnance Testing Station 
in my district has some 175 pupils of parents who neither live on Federal property 
nor work for the Government, but are in the area for the purpose of supplying 
goods and services to the installation or its employees. 

It is my further opinion that some effort should be made different from that 
suggested ‘by the Office of the Bureau of Education to improve upon the determina- 
tion and payment of entitlement. In areas of fast developing enrollment the 
basing of entitlement on a historical vear regardless of how close to the fiscal vear 
results in inequity. Recently in California we altered our basie school law to 
provide for payment of State aid on the basis of current-year requirements. This 
could be done by the Federal Government by automatically and immediately 
making payment on the basis of the preceding year’s entitlement with provision 
for augmentation or rebate in the event the current year’s activity overjustified 
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or did not justify the payment made. Aside from this, the delay in making"re- 
imbursement creates a serious problem for the school district. Almost univer- 
sally the districts I am particularly concerned with have had to borrow money 
at 5 percent interest while awaiting Federal reimbursement. This interest charge 
either represents an added cost to the Federal program or dilutes the quality of 
education furnished. Exhibit A attached hereto discusses this question in a more 
informed fashion than I have outlined. 

The administrators in my district are interested in the continuation of the pro- 
visions of 3 (C) of the present law which establishes a proviso for extra or sub- 
stantial entitlement because of a peculiar geographical factor. It would seem to 
me that the suggestion contained in the report of the Federal officer with respect 
to this clause would result in the necessary retention of the geographical factor 
aspect with some enlargement to cover other emergency situations. Offhand, I 
would state that the suggested change in 3(C) would meet the problems of my 
school districts. 

By way of conclusion I would state that, my people are primarily interested in 
protecting the contribution made on behalf of section 3 (A) pupils in the event 
that insufficient moneys are provided to fit the total requirements of the program 
established by the Congress. 

Exurpir A 


RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE Reviston or Pusiic Law 874 APPROVED BY 
TRUSTEES AND ADMINISTRATORS OF EKASTERN KERN County 


Whereas Public Law 874 has been in operation now for a period of 3 years; and 

Whereas the Federal aid under this law is of great value for the education of 
our federally connected pupils; and 

Whereas proposals for revision of this law are being considered by the Congress, 
it is deemed appropriate for the districts of this area to submit suggestions grow- 
ing out of their experience for the consideration of interested parties: 


WEAKNESSES OF THE PRESENT LAW AS APPLIED TO KERN COUNTY 


Whereas the local contribution rate, which is computed upon the basis of the 
State average contribution from local taxes 2 years earlier, has proved quite 
inadequate during this period of rapidly rising prices such as we have had during 
the past few years; and 

Whereas under section 3, the wealthy district receives exactly the same aid 
from the Federal Government as do the poor districts, which is contrary to the 
principle of giving aid only where it is needed in all other sections of the law 
(sec, 3 is the expensive portion of the law inasmuch as approximately four-fifths 
of the entire allotments under the law are made under this section) ; and 

Whereas in our belief there is not sufficient difference between 3 (a) and 3 (b) 
pupils to justify a contribytion of twice as much for the 3 (a) pupils, because if 
their parents are employed by the Federal Government and there is insufficient 
local tax resources to provide a proper share of the cost, there is an equivalent 
direct. Federal responsibility whether they live upon Federal property or off: and 

Whereas our districts have been seriously handicapped by the slowness in the 
administration of the law and the apportionment of the funds, a considerable 
amount of which have not reached the districts from 12 to 18 months after the 
time they were needed, or 6 to 8 months after the close of the fiscal year (most 
of our districts do not have a large enough reserve to pay their bills until Federal 
moneys arrive), consequently, material distress to our districts has resulted; and 

Whereas sections 2, 3 (e), 4 (a), and 4 (b) have not proven necessary or desirable, 
are not too clearly defined (it is very difficult to determine the number of legiti- 
mate 4 (b) pupils and place too much discretion upon the commissioner which he 
is unable to exercise equitably over such a large area with such varied conditions) : 
Therefore, be it 

Resolved by the trustees and administrators of Eastern Kern County, That amend- 
ments to the law to correct these defects are hereby proposed as follows: 

1. That the maximum Federal contribution for each section 3 pupil should 
equal the State average local tax collected per ADA for the second preceding 
year, plus 10 percent (this 10 percent is to compensate for rising costs during the 
2-year interim and for the necessary higher costs over and above the State average 
upon and around our military bases). 

2. That the Federal contribution to each district for each section 3 pupil in 
ADA be the maximum contribution (above described) minus the computed local 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 323 


tax income, at the maximum legal rate, left over for each section 3 pupil in ADA 
after allowing the State average tax income for each nonfederally connected 
ADA (all pupils other than see. 3 pupils). (This abolishes the distinction between 
3 (a) and 3 (b) pupils and places all payments on an equalization basis.) (See 
illustrations attached.) 

2b (an alternative proposal). If there is serious objection to having the money 
for section 3 pupils apportioned on an equalization basis, then consideration 
should be given to increasing the allotment of 3 (b) pupils to 75 percent of that 
given to 3 (a) pupils, if need can be shown. 

3. That the Federal Government make payments on a current basis by: 

(1) Requiring that RSF-1 be submitted by districts on or before November 1. 

(2) Making 75 percent payment to districts by December 1, based upon RSF-1. 

(3) Requiring first RSF-3 report on or before April 15. 

(4) Making 20 percent payment to districts by June 1, based upon RSF-3. 

(5) Requiring final report (RSF-3) on or before June 30. 

(6) Making final payment on or before August 15. 

4. That sections 2, 3 (e), 4 (a), and 4 (b) be abolished, but retain and expand 
section 6 to include federally connected pupils residing on or off Federal property 
to care for real emergencies. 

It is believed that these proposed changes would make it possible to shorten 
and simplify RSF-1 and cut down the paperwork for the district, State, and 
United States Office of Kducation. More important, these proposed changes 
will not require more Federal aid, but will place the aid where the need is greatest; 
be it further 

Resolved, That the trustees and administrators of Eastern Kern County submit 
these proposals to the Kern County School Trustees’ Association to our county 
superintendent of schools, the State superintendent of schools, the United States 
Office of Education, the Federal Security Agency, our Congressmen and Senators, 
the chairman of the proper committees of the House and Senate, and the Repub- 
liean leaders of the House and Senate. 


Illustrations 

A. An elementary school district (IX—8) has 400 ADA of section 3 pupils, and 
600 ADA of nonfederally connected pupils with an assessed valuation of $10,000,- 
000 and a maximum tax rate of 90 cents per $100. The maximum Federal con- 
tribution rate is $100 for each section 3 pupil. 


Maximum Federal contribution $100____ $40, 000 
A 90 cent rate on $10,000,000 will produce__..._.___________ $90, 009 
Less 600 (non-Federal pupils) X$100_...._........_._..__... 60,000 
Net Federal contribution for 400 ADA._____________-_..____- 10, 000 


B. Same description as A, except that the assessed valuation is only $5,000,000, 
Maximum Federal contribution 490 
A 90-cent rate on $5,000,000 will produce___.__..___.______- $45, 000 
Less 600 (non-Federal pupils) X$100___.___._..._._._.___.. 60,000 


Tax receipts left over for see. 3 pupils. None 


C. Same description as A except that the assessed valuation is $20,000,000. 


A 90-cent rate on $20,000,000 will produce___._._..________ $180, 000 
Less 600 (non-Federal pupils) X | 

Tax receipts left over for sec. 3 pupils........_...........-- _ 120, 000 


Net Federal contribution 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED StTATEs, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 24, 1953. 
Mr. Joun O. GRAHAM, 
Chief Clerk, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Granam: In accordance with the telephone conversation between 
you and my secretary, I enclose material which I should like to have included in 
the official record of the hearings the committee is now conducting relative to the 
extension of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. 

Thanking you for vour courtesy in this matter, I am 

Very sincerely yours, 
Horace SEEtY-Brown, Jr. 


(The information referred to is as follows:) 


Groton, Conn., June 23, 1953. 
Hon. Horace Jr., 
Member of Congress, Second Connecticut District, 
Warhington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Seety-Brown: Demands on our time even more pressing than ever 
have kept us from writing you much sooner concerning the new legislation, now 
before the House Committee on Education and Labor, extending and revising the 
programs for school assistance in federally affected areas. 

We had the opportunity some 2 months ago to make a general study of the 
2 administration bills—S. 1596 and 8S. 1597—the former providing for a new 
school-construction assistance program taking up where Public Law 815 left off, 
and the latter providing for amendments to Public Law 874 and extending the 
time of its operation from June 30, 1954, to June 30, 1956. Since then we have 
studied more fully the actual effect of some of the changed provisions and compared 
notes with other school officials and communities throughout the State and beyond. 

Our basic reaction to these two pieces of legislation remains the same as that 
which we first had, a feeling of encouragement that the Administration is con- 
cerned with our problem and with the discharge of the Federal responsibility for 
helping us meet it. More careful analysis of the actual effect of some of the 
detailed change-provisions leads us to urge that they be either eliminated or 
modified by the Congress before passage. We comment here on the features 
which give us most concern. 

The great merit of this new school-construction assistance program in our 
opinion is in its attempt now to meet the need as estimated through the end of 
the next school vear—June 1954—and thereby let us do some anticipating rather 
than long waiting and never quite catching up, as has been the case with the 
original 815, helpful as that has been to us in the end. 

On the unfavorable side we feel most strongly about the limitation of assistance 
under the program to school districts now officially designated as critical defense- 
housing areas. Our section of Connecticut is still such an area and as of now the 
restriction does not rule us out, but two other areas in the State were recently 
removed from the official list (Hartford and ngs ok I believe) and the same 
thing might at any time happen to our section. East Hartford and Stratford, 
for example, would be seriously affected by becoming ineligible for assistance 
under this new program. It seems to us that the distinction involved in this 
restriction bears very little relation to the measure of increased Federal load which 
communities are experiencing and will have experienced between June 30, 1953, 
and June 30, 1954. Not only can communities which are now getting the increase 
from new defense-housing families be suddenly removed from the critical defense- 
housing area classification but there are the large numbers of preschool federally 
connected children increasing the Federal load as they enter school and replace 
older ones who are leaving, and thus constitute an additional Federal load for 
school districts to absorb just as much as immigrants do. 

Exception has also been taken by some of the schoolmen who have testified 
before the House Committee on Education and Labor to other limitations on the 
program, such as basing limitation on total payments to any school district (the 
nearest thing to “entitlement” as established under the original 815) on the cost 
of minimum school facilities rather than complete school facilities, and the limita- 
tion of payments based on numbers of pupils tied in either by residence or parents’ 
employment (as opposed to both ways) to 45 percent of cost instead of the 70 
percent under 815. Although these limitations do not appear to be so serious to 
us here in Connecticut, we believe that the well-reasoned objections presented by 
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Mr. Oscar V. Rose, superintendent of schools, Midwest City, Okla., and others 
in testimony before the committee are deserving of careful consideration. 

Only 1 week is now left to do something on the remaining entitlements under 
the original Public Law 815. We earnestly urge either that a supplementary 
appropriation be provided within this next week for the amount needed to pay 
off these entitlements ($95 million, I believe) or that the time for making appropri- 
ations under Public Law 815 be extended beyond June 30, 1953. In a statement 
which the writer filed with you and other members of the Connecticut Congres- 
sional delegation under date of January 1, 1953, we listed on page 5 the still-unpaid 
entitlements for this State, both for construction and for reimbursement and set 
forth the reasons for paying both. We are, of course, most particularly interested 
in the remaining $350,244 of construction entitlement for which we have a valid 
project application on file. This is the most immediately urgent matter in this 
communication. 

Establishing the average daily attendance of the preceding vear as the primary 
basis for payment on section 3 pupils (those federally connected through residence 
and parent’s employment on Federal property or either) certainly has a value in 
making the budget need for payments under this law more predictable, and our 
initial reaction was that even though this provision resulted in payments which 
would be some lower than when based on estimated ADA for the current year, 
especially during these times of annual enrollment increases, it would be an ad- 
vantage if we could be sure of 100 percent payment without having to get supple- 
ments each year. 

We do now have seme reservaticns, however. The new legislation provides that 
these section 3 pupils of the current year may be picked up as section 4 pupils 
(‘sudden and substantial increases due to Federal activity’’) if a school district’s 
increase in attendance is 5 percent or more of the preceding vear. As section 4 
pupils for their first vear, payment on them would involve proof of need and local 
effort, and we are willing to take our chance on that. But there is more to it: I 
enclose two copies of a table which we prepared covering the State of Connecticut 
on the effect of eliminating payments for inereases in section 3 (a) and (b). This 
table, filled out on a form prepared by Mr. Rose, shows in column 10 that the 5 
percent qualifying percentage rules out all except three towns from getting any 
money on section 3 pupils for the current year. This certainly would make a 
difference to some of the towns, such as New London, Southington, and Stratford. 
Therefore, even though our town would meet the qualifying percentage and would 
only have to run the ‘‘need and effort’”’ gauntlet, we suggest the undesirability of 
the 5 percent increase requirement. Any inerease in pupils tied to Federal 
property means an increased cost unmatched by any increase in taxable resources, 
especially in the first vear of their attendance. 

On the provision of the new legislation for absorption of federally connected 
children to the extent of 3 percent of the non-Federal children in any school 
district, we and others were inclined to accept this as reasonable when we first 
heard it proposed by the Office of Education a vear ago, but again a more thorough 
analysis makes us fearful of the result. 

We also enclose two copies of a table prepared to cover the State of Conneeticut 
on the application and effect of absorption. In column 10 on this table you will 
note again that Groton does not appear to fare too badly but there are towns in the 
State which would be affeeted somewhat seriously, among which we would men- 
tion East Hartford, East Lyme, Ledyard, New London, Southington, and Strat- 
ford. Three communities would be ruled out altogether, as you will note, and the 
average loss of others would be 54 percent. 

The figures on both tables which we are forwarding are what the effect of those 
changes would have been had they been in effect this year. There is every reason 
to believe, and I know it to be so in our case, that the loss would be greater in 
1953-54 as compared with payments under the existing Publie Law 874. 

We realize the importance of getting some new bills reported out, especially on 
school construction assistance (Publie Law 874 dces have 1 more year to run, 
even if no bill is reported). We do however hope that full consideration will be 
given to the details of the new legislation to the end that the Federal responsibility 
be fully discharged. I know that you realize that our board and our town are 
trying to fulfill our local responsibility to the limit. 

We would appreciate any representations which you and other members of the 
Connecticut delegation may make to the committee on our behalf, and that of 
other federally affected communities in Connecticut. 

Sincerely, 


B. B. Burer, 
Superintendent of Schools. 
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The proposal, 8S. 1597, provides that the applicant school district sh'all absorb 
a part of the federally connected pupils under sections 3 (a) and 3 (b). It pro- 
vides that this absorption shall be 3 percent of the non-Federal pupils based on the 
previous year’s attendance. In determining the non-Federal pupils only the 
ADA of those pupils qualifying in sections 3 (a) and 3 (b) of the previous year are 
considered as being Federal pupils. A section 3 (a) pupil is a full Federal pupil, 
and a section 3 (b) pupil is one-half of a total pupil. Thus, the total Federal 
pupils under the terms of the proposal is the sum of the section 3 (a) pupils plus 
one-half the 3 (b) pupils. Therefore, the non-Federal pupils is the total ADA 
of the section 3 (a) pupils and one-half the ADA of the 3 (b) pupils for the previous 
year. The absorption then is 3 percent of this non-Federal pupil ADA. 

The school will receive no payments on the pupils thus absorbed but will receive 
payment on the Federal pupils obtained as above minus the pupils to be absorbed. 


APPLICATION AND EFFECT OF ABSORPTION 
Column 
1. Name of local school agency. 
2. The ADA taken from final report, RSF-3, if application was made for pre- 
vious year. Otherwise, from school records. 

3. If applicant made application during the previous year, this can be taken 
from the entitlement sheet accompanying final payment for previous vear. 
If applicant was not an applicant the previous year, there will be no entitle- 
ment for current year under section 3 but these pupils may be considered 
under section 4 (a) provided the number equals 5 percent of the total 
ADA of the previous year. This calculation is not applicable to new 
applicants the first vear and such schools should not be included in sueh 
report. 

. This is the difference between column 2 and column 3. 

. Explained in column heading. 

. This is the difference between column 3 and column 5. 

. The local contribution rate is determined the same as in Publie Law 874. 
It may be taken from the application, interim or final report, or if this has 
been agreed upon by the United States Office of Kdueation this amount 
should be used. 

8. Explained in column heading. 

9. Explained in column heading. 

10. Column 8 plus column 9 is the amount to which the applicant would be 
entitled under Public Law 874. Thus, the percent of loss is the loss (col. 
9) divided by this sum. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, June 19, 1953, 
Hon. Samusi K. McConne tt, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CHAIRMAN MCCONNELL: I am enclosing a very fine letter and attached 
data from superintendent of schools, Mr. W. B. Nicholson, Blytheville, Ark. 
I would appreciate it very much if you would incorporate this splendid letter and 
enclosure which Mr. Nicholson furnished me in the record of your hearings. Mr. 
Nicholson was in Washington a few days ago and discussed this matter at length 
with the committee staff. 

With kindest best wishes, I am, 

Yours sincerely, 
E. C. GarHines. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


BLYTHEVILLE PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Blytheville, Ark., June 11, 1953. 
Hon. E. C. Garuinas, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN: I am enclosing herewith a revision of the data which I 
furnished you when in Washington. I am sure you will find the enclosure more 
the the point and more valuable to the cause than the data which I left with you, 

The changes which the enclosure contain were made after considerable discus- 
sion with Mr. W. H. Moore, State coordinator for Federal projects, and after 
more thorough consideration and study of the local situation. 
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I hope it will be possible for you to get these data incorporated in the record 
for the committee’s study. I have no plans to return to Washington during these 
hearings, which, I understand, are to begin today, since Mr. Moore has informed 
me that he has been invited to appear before the committee to present the cause 
for the State of Arkansas. I have, of course, furnished him with copies of the 
enclosure. Moore felt it would be very helpful, indeed, if you appeared before 
the committee and if you asked that this material be included in the record for the 
committee’s study, 

Now to set figures aside and deal in just words, our picture is simply this: 
In our grade schools we already have on the average eight more children per class- 
room than the State standard classroom unit calls for. In the high school we are 
all right, and can handle quite a number more high-school children. Now, it 
would be impossible to move grade-school children into high-school classrooms and 
to expect even the smallest measure of success. The arrangement of the class- 
rooms in the high school, the furniture, and other equipment is such that it cannot 
be adapted to the use of children in grades 1 through 6. It would be somewhat 
comparable to telling those of you who have offices in the building where vou are 
to move over to the House of Representatives Legislative Chamber and set up 
shop there. You know such a move would result in chaos and disgusting con- 
fusion, and you just plain would not do it. 

I still cling to my major contention and plea that the Congress should attach 
as much importance to, put as much faith in, and act as promptly upon the find- 
ings of the committee which says we will have 300 to 400 or 1,300 to 1,400 addi- 
tional schoolchildren when this thing gets underway as it does in the findings of 
another United States Government committee which says there must be addi- 
tional hangars, additional runways, and additional residence facilities for the 
reactivated base. For the latter the Congress has approved $11 million as a 
starter, with word coming to us regularly that it is only a starter, that this project 
is going to exceed all present estimated proportions in size before it is finished. 
In the former instance as regards the consideration and the eare of schoolchildren, 
there seems to be a reluctance to make provisions simultaneously for their educa- 
tion. I just plain do not see where there is any reason or justification for doubt 
concerning the school needs than there is for hangars and runways. 

Finally, if this whole project should be abandoned after it has been started, 
there would, of course, be a loss and a waste of public money. Why should it be 
worse or any more of an indictment against the Government, and any department 
of it, for some money to be wasted on school buildings than for some money to be 
wasted on abandoned hangars, runways, shops, ete.? 

As [I sit here and talk to you through my secretary on this matter, I really 
wish I could have the opportunity to present my case and to argue my point with 
the committee itself. Now, please do not take this to mean that T think you or 
Mr. Moore and others will not be able to present the case convineingly and with 
credit to the proposition, but I am “‘kinda’”’ like the fellow who thinks he is a 
good swimmer, but who has to stand on the bank and watch another good 
swimmer struggle and strive to save someone who is about to drown. You have 
the feeling you want to jump in and do your part. 

Please pardon this lengthy discussion and the imposition upon your time it 
will be to read it. I enjoyed my recent visit with you more than I can adequately 
express. The courtesies and assistance which vou gave to me, together with your 
valuable time, caused me to leave Washington with the feeling I am more im- 
portant than I have ever allowed myself to think or that I had been masquerading 
and impersonating someone of importance. Seriously, I do not know how a 
Congressman could be more helpful and could render more cheerful service to 
his constituents than vou do. 

Tf you think of anything further I can supply you with, do, or say, please signify 
it, and I shall be happy to comply forthwith and immediately. Please give my 
regards to the charming and affable members of your office staff, each and every 
one of them. 

My warmest regards to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. B. NicHo.ison, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


(The information referred to is as follows:) 
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Data on Blytheville School District No. 5 (compiled May 25, 1958) 


Official legal census enumeration (last available figure 1952) : 4, 840 
Enrollment: 
Grades | to 6 


Grades 7 to 12_____ 1, 522 

Average number belonging: rie 

Average daily attendance: el. 


Total assessed valuation.________- 
Local revenue: 
Millage (40 mills, $295,339; 90 shia allowed for lnbtanccianieinn 
State revenue 1953-54 and 1954-55: 


“$7, 383, 491 


Transportation aid 10, 984 
State apportionment 9, 680 


217, 612 


Total estimated revenue receipts aha eres 506, 931 


Total estimated expenditures_______. 498, 485 
Per pupil cost for 1952-53: 


Grades 7 to 12 


2 196. 10 
Overall per pupil Jo 


Pupil capacity of classrooms (State department of education’s regula- 
tion for classroom unit): 


Teacherload (actual): 

Total bomded debs... 738, OSO 
Additional borrowing power______- 369, 443 
Current receipts with which to meet additional debt commitment_- None 


Nore.—Assess'nents may vary slightly; millage has reached its absolute peak, 
Room capacity Blytheville public schools 


Grades 1 to 6 (including schools within 4-mile radius of city limits): 
65 classrooms with 28 pupils per room itacated fixed by State depart- 


Average daily attendance 1952-53 2,091 
Grades 7 to 12: : 

60 classrooms with 24 pupils per room (capacity fixed by State depart- 
Average daily attendance 1952-53 (actual)_..--________________.- 1, 230 


84851—53 


22 
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UNITED States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
June 17, 1958. 
Congressman K. McConne Jr., 
Chairman, Subcommittee Considering Legislation for 
txtension and Amendment of Public Laws 817 and 874 

Dear ConGressMAN McConne.u: Following the introduction of Senate bills 
1596 and 1597, extending and amending Public Laws 815 and 874, I wrote to the 
superintendents of Oklahoma schools affected by this legislation, calling their 
attention to the proposed major changes. 

As a result of this correspondence, I have received the attached communications 
from the school superintendents indicating their reaction to this proposed legisla- 
tion. 

Since your subcommittee is considering this legislation prior to Senate considera- 
tion, I will appreciate your accepting these letters as testimony before your 
committee. In general, you will note that the three major points about which 
these superintendents are concerned are: 

1. They strongly favor the extension of both Public Laws 815 and 874 with but 
minorlamendments since they appear to be satisfactorily meeting the Federal 
responsibility in these school districts. 

2. They object to the absorption of 3 percent non-Federal pupils from the 
Federal pupils for which they are entitled to payment. 

3. Objection is raised to the reduction, under Senate bill 1596, from 70 percent 
of the cost of complete school facilities to the cost of minimum school facilities. 

I hope that your committee, in considering these important matters, will 

rovide for extenaing the time for paying the unpaid entitlements under Public 
saws 815 and 874. 
With best wishes, I am 


Sincerely yours, 
Ropert 8. Kerr. 


‘The letters referred to follow:) 


Putnam Ciry ScHoo.s, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., May 18, 1953. 
Hon. Roperr S. Kerr, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Kerr: We took a survey of our district a few months ago to 
see if we would qualify on receiving Federal aid for building purposes. Our per- 
centage of workers was not high enough; therefore, we had to pass it up for the 
time being. However, I do appreciate your keeping me informed on the recent 
developments, and the active work you are doing along this line. 

The school people in Oklahoma feel at ease with your leadership, in knowing if 
there is anything coming to us vou will definitely see that we get it. 

Looking forward to seeing vou at out first opportunity, I am 

Always your friend, 

Denver D. 


ReNo Crry ScHoo 
El Reno, Okla., May 15, 1958. 


Senator Roperr S. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Senator Kerr: It will certainly be to our great disadvantage if there 
is any reduction in our income from Federal sources because of proposed changes 
in the substance of Publie Law 874. I appreciate your statement to us that 
you will do everything in your power to prevent any drastic loss in Federal aid. 
From magazine sources, I gathered the impression at one time that some of 
the leadership in the Republican Party, ineluding the President himself, favored 
retention of the program of Federal assistance to schools enrolling children whose 
parents are federally employed. We are hoping that with their help those among 
you who represent the “loval opposition’? may be able to salvage this program. 
The need is so drastic in so many places that I can’t understand how any 
thoughtful student of the problems of public education could hesitate to extend 
aid to distriets burdened with an excessive number of children living on Federal 
properties. 
Sincerely yours, 
R. Tay or, 
Superintendent. 
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Tuusa, Okia., May 22, 1958. 
Re Senate bill 1596. 
Hon. Ropert 8. Kerr, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Local Douglas plant reopened March 1951. Average daily attendance of our 
federally connected children for 1951—52 was slightly less than the required 5 per- 
cent, therefore application for aid for that period was not filed. Average daily 
attendance of such children in 1952-53 exceeds the required percent. We have 
been informed that July 1, 1952, was the final date for filing applications under 
Public Law 815. In my opinion this school distriet would not be eligible for 
assistance under the provisions of 8. 1596. This bill establishes a new formula 
based on membership increases since 1951-52. It is suggested that the provisions 
of Public Law 815 be extended to September 30, 1953. This would enable this 
school district to qualify for aid based on the 2,457 federally conneeted children 
now enrolled, 

CHARLES C. Mason, 
Superintendent of Public Schools, Tulsa, Okla. 


Caroosa PuBLic SCHOOLS, 
Catoosa, Okla., May 14, 1953. 
Hon. Ropert 8. Kerr, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I appreciate your consideration of our interests in your work for 
Federal grants-in-aid to local school districts. 

We qualify and participate under Public Law 874. We are what I term a mar- 
ginal school on the program. If we were required to absorb the first 3 percent, an 
extra burden would be placed on small schools who just barely qualify for the 
aid. 

We would like to see the bill be renewed as it is. 

Sincerely, 
Watize V. Twist, Superintendent. 


Ciry SCHOOLS, 
Checotah, Okla., May 20, 1953. 
Hon. Roperr S. Kerr, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I was glad to receive vour letter of May 11, 1953, concerning Senate 
bills 1596 and 1597 which have been introduced to extend and amend Public Laws 
815 and 874, respectively. 

I notice by your letter that Senate bill 1596 reduces the amount to be paid for 
each child from 70 percent of the cost of complete school facilities to 45 percent of 
the cost of minimum school facilities and also Senate bill 1597 would require a 
school district to absorb 3 percent of its non-Federal pupils from those which it 
cualifies under section 3. If these two changes go into effect we would qualify 
for very little, if any, of this money; therefore | would, of course, like to see the 
provisions of these bills left as they are. 

Yours sincerely, 
Frep C. OGLE. 


INDIANOLA PuBLic SCHOOLS, 
Indianola, Okla., May 18, 1953. 
Senator Rorert 8. Kerr, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Stir: In reply to your letter concerning Senate bills 1596 and 1597, I 
should like to offer the following comment. 

I feel that the attempt by administration forces to economize at the expense 
of the school children of our Nation is a tragic mistake. 

There are schools in this State, and many other States, Who are faced with an 
impossible task in their efforts to take care of their children by local revenue. 
These areas are impacted due to defense and Government projects. 

The Federal Government, then must have some responsibilities to these children. 

The proposed percentage cuts are entirely out of line. Such cuts would mean 
to schools in this area such a small allocation of funds that it would be impossible 
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to make progress in solving their housing and furniture needs. A school in Okla- 
homa cannot buy on the ‘installment plan’’— but rather must pay current obli- 
gations from current budget. 

Let me urge your support of the continuation of the democratic approach in 
meeting Federal responsibilities. Seventy percent of the cost of complete school 
facilities is not too much to ask. I feel sure every parent wants facilities of their 
schools to be 100 percent complete and do not like to think in terms of minimum 
facilities where their schools are concerned. 

We sincerely appreciate your interest and cooperation on school matters, and 
also admire and appreciate your work in other legislative matters. 


Yours truly, 
J. B. Fox, Jr. 


OKLAHOMA PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Oklahoma City 4, Okla., May 21, 1953. 
Senator Ropert 8S. Kerr, 
Kerr-McGee Building, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Dear Senaror Kerr: | have your letter relative to the Senate bills Nos. 
1596 and 1597 which have been introduced to extend and amend Public Laws 
Nos. 815 and 874. 

First, I have made a check over the last 2 vears and I find in the Senate bill No. 
1597 where the bill states that the district should absorb 3 percent of its nonfeder- 
ally connected pupils and this greatly hinders us in financing the maintenance and 
operation program of those pupils. For the year 1952-53, the calculation shows 
that we would lose about 74.5 percent or $165,000. We only received $221,000. 
In 1952-53, this present school year, the calculation shows that’we would lose 
$199,358 while we will receive under the present law approximately $267,599. 
This 3 percent provision would greatly handicap the operation of the Oklahoma 
City schools as far as maintenance and operation is concerned. 

In Senate bill No. 1596, the limitations of 70 percent of the cost of the complete 
facilities to 45 percent minimum facilities would greatly reduce our financial 
ability in trying to house the pupils who are federally connected. Whereas we 
are allowed $1,060 per pupil, it would cut it to about $500 per pupil. 

After carefully studying these two bills, it is my candid opinion that if an 
extension of Public Law No. 815 and 874 containing the same principles could be 
passed, it would be the financial aid that we need to house these federally con- 
nected pupils. 

I thank you for asking me to give the Oklahoma City reaction to the proposed 
Senate bills Nos. 1596 and 1597. 

Sincerely yours, 
N. L. GeorGe, 
Assistant Superintendent, Administrative Services. 


Wewoka City ScuHoots, 
Wewoka, Okla., May 26, 1958. 
Hon. Roserr 8S. Kerr, 
The United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Kerr: Thank vou for the copies of Senate bills 1596 and 1597. 
I have gone over them and find them to be much better than nothing. 

It is my opinion that you know the schools of Oklahoma and their needs, as 
you have grown up with them and have given them your support, probably as 
no other Oklahoman. Therefore, I have confidence enough in your ability to 
get done as near that which would be right as one can—my recommendations 
might cause the picture, as a whole, to get out of focus. 

In general, I would say keep these two bills as near as you can in line with 
what we now have and the results will be O. K. 

Very sincerely, 


Catvin T. Smitu, Superintendent. 
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MuskoGeEE Crry ScHoo.s, 
Muskogee, Okla., May 15, 1943. 
Re Senate bills 1596 and 1597. 
Hon. Rosperr S. Kerr, 
Member of Congress, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENaTOR Bos: I find it somewhat difficult to interpret Senate bills Nos+ 
1596 and 1597 as they apply to the conditions in Muskogee. Since we operate 
under Public Law 815 with a percentage of 6 plus, a 3-percent reduction would 
make our priority so low that I doubt if we would ever be able to qualify for any 
more building assistance under Public Law 815 if it is amended in accordance with 
Senate bill 1596. With reference to Senate bill 1597 which will amend Public 
Law 874, a 3-percent reduction would take about one-half of our federally affected 
children. This being true, I presume our maintenance and operation, which is 
provided under Public Law 874, would be reduced by about 50 percent (which I 
presume is the big idea of the Republicans anyway). 

The citizens of Muskogee appreciate your help and influence with reference to 
previding some assistance for public education where federally affected children 
are located. Under the present program we are receiving approximately $24,000 
a year for maintenance and operation under Public Law 874. Recently we were 
granted $187,000 by the Federal Government for the construction of a new ele- 
mentary school. I want to repeat that the people of Muskogee shall always be 
grateful to you and other Members of Congress for the assistance in these activi- 
ties. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Yours very sincerely, 
Harry D. Simmons, Superintendent. 


MinGco Pusiic 
Tulsa, Okla., May 28, 19538. 
Hon. Roserr Kerr, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: In reply to your letter of May 11, I wish to state that Mingo School 
District will be greatly affected by Senate bills 1596 and 1597. 

We have applied for Federal assistance under Public Law 874 but to date 
have received no funds. Our application was acknowledged in Washington 
February 17, 1953, but I repeat, we have not received any funds. We were 
unable to apply for aid under Public Law 815 as we were too late. 

Our school district, though small in area, has shown a large increase in enroll- 
ment due to the reactivation of the Douglas plant. The Douglas plant is located 
in Mingo School District which deprives us of taxable real estate. Our average 
daily attendance increased from 191 in 1951-52 to 242 in 1952-53, an increase 
of 26 percent. 

The patrons of our district voted $40,000 in bonds in January to add needed 
classrooms to our school. Under the present law that is all the bonds the district 
can vote. 

We are in urgent need of funds to finish this fiscal year and we cannot prepare 
a comprehensive budget for 1953-54 until we know how much Federal aid we 
will receive. We would certainly welcome any assistance you can render in 
this matter. 

Very sincerely yours, 
D. Kirkianp, Principal. 


PuBiic 
Blair, Okla., May 16, 1953. 


The Honorable Roper? S. Kerr, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: Concerning the amendments being considered in the Senate per- 
taining to Public Laws Nos. 815 and 874 as they will effect this school, my con- 
clusion is that in the case of the latter our assistance will be cut in half. At 
this time we expect our assistance for this year to be about fourteen or fifteen 
hundred dollars under this law. This amount may not seem very much but 
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when the total amount of our budget (about $40,000) is taken into consideration 
it is a pretty large sum to us. 
An amendment to Public Law No. 815 will not affect us since we do not qualify 
for assistance under it. 
Thank you for your interest and assistance concerning this matter. 
Sincerely vours, 
James C, Battey, Superintendent. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Jonn E. Moss, Jr., A ReprReESeNTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, the State of California and the Third Congressional District, 
which I represent, has an important stake in the continuation of the policy of 
Federal aid to schools which has been carried out under Publie Laws 815 and 874. 
The failure to extend these programs would result in serious hardship for the 
schools in my State. The need for the programs is shown by the fact that Cali- 
fornia schoo] districts would be entitled to a total of $65,088,000 under the plan 
to help in construction of classrooms. 

In the Third Congressional District alone, school distriets are entitled to 
$5,822,427 in Federal funds to help build classrooms to educate the children of 
persons working at Federal defense installations or on other Federal activities. 
The need for Federal aid to operate the schools is indicated by the fact that in the 
Folsom Schoo] District, near Sacramento, Calif., 52.7 percent of the students in 
attendance are the children of parents on Federal jobs at nearby air bases and 
other defense installations. In the Rio Linda School in my congressional district, 
44.6 percent of the children are in the federally connected category. 

School districts in the State of California are not asking for handouts. Each 
district has done its best to finance the education of the children within its bound- 
aries. The State of California is using all possible funds to help finance both the 
operation of the schools and the construction of classrooms. 

Congresses of past years have recognized that the Federal Government should 
share the cost of educating the children of persons who live in one particular area 
because of Federal activities in that area. An Air Force base, for example, takes 
a large amount of property off of local property tax rolls which must provide the 
money to support schools. At the same time, the base adds a large number of 
children to be educated in the local schools. These are the reasons past Congresses 
have approved the policy of Federal aid for both the construction and operation 
of schools in federally impacted areas. These are the reasons this Congress should 
continue the program. 


SraTEMENT oF Hon. Courtney CAMPRELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I should like to take this opportunity of bringing to the atten- 
tion of vour distinguished committee the fact that certain proposals to amend 
Public Laws 874 and 815 tend to penalize certain local school units in changing 
the formula for the allocation of Federal funds to these units. Features incor- 
porated in these proposals tend to shift the proportion of Federal support back to 
the local school unit. 

The State of Florida, in its efforts to develop economical units of school ad- 
ministration, has organized its schools upon a basis of the county as the adminis- 
trative unit. The 3-percent clause of the present proposals tends to penalize 
such units. For example, in my home county of Hillsborough, unless the 3- 
percent clause is waived, it faces the task of educating some 400 pupils residing 
at MacDill Air Force Base with no help from the Government. 

A recent analysis of the situation in my county indicates that it will receive 
approximately $112,000 for the current year. Using the same number of pupils, 
the county would not qualify for aid next year unless certain provisions were 
waived by the Office of Education. If these provisions were waived and the 
number of pupils remained the same, the county’s share would be approximately 
$88,000. Even if current allowances for increases in the number of pupils over 
the previous year were not allowed, the county would still lose more than $9,000. 
I feel that there is no valid reason for the Government shifting this much of the 
cost of educating these children to the taxpayers of Hillsborough County. 

Therefore, the committee is urged to eliminate the absorption feature in the 
maintanance and operation revision and to oppose the changes in the formula 
in both bills which will reduce the funds that will be allotted local units of 
administration. 
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SraTEMENT oF Hon. Luoyp M. Bentsen, Jr., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
Coneress From THE Strate or Texas 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Education and Labor of 
the House of Representatives, in your consideration of the extension of Public 
Law 874 (81st Cong.), I am asking that you give serious consideration to school 
districts feeling direly the impact of Federal workers but vet outside the purview 
of this very law set up to provide aid in such instances. 

These are schocl districts whose increase in enrollments is due to the location of 
Federal projects within or near their limits but where these Federal projects are 
located on municipally owned land from which the school districts are not eligible 
under the law for any aid. Yet, they have the same needs. They require larger 
plants, more personnel, more facilities because of the impact of federally connected 
students in attendance. But these school districts are not able to provide these 
needs with existing income. 

Such a district is Hondo, Tex., located in Medina County, the county adjacent 
to San Antonio, noted for its multiple military installations. Hondo itself is the 
location of the Hondo Air Force Base, a contract flying school operated by the 
Texas Aviation Industries. 

This airbase is located on property that was a large federally owned airbase 
during World War II. Subsequently that property was turned over to the city 
of Hondo. The city in 1950 leased the land, buildings, and runways to the Texas 
Aviation Industries for the operation of a primary flying school. 

I have not made an exhaustive study into the number of school districts 
nationally experiencing similar difficulties, but I know there are several where 
the number of federally connected students has caused dislocation of school ac- 
commodations but where school districts are caught in the squeeze. All are en- 
titled to consideration as adequately as those that fit the law that just expired. 

I shall confine my remarks to Hondo, however, feeling confident that the 
situation there is duplicated enough times that it will fit generally. 

With the location of the airbase—plus the proximity of Hondo to San Antonio 
and its bases—there was a sharp increase in the number of children attending 
school. This required a major construction program. 

The Texas Aviation Industries employs approximately 750 civilians at Hondo 
Air Force Base. Some of these employees are longtime residents of Hondo. A 
great many are new people who have moved into the district since the opening of 
the airbase. Some still commute from nearby towns because they are unable to 
find housing in Hondo. 

Approximately 100 new houses and apartments have been built during the 
last 2 years to take care of the sudden increase in population. A Federal housing 
project for 100 houses is to be completed July 1. 

The school district receives no taxes from land, buildings, nor equipment 
located at the airbase. The school district has raised sharply the assessed valua- 
tions of the property in the district in an effort to raise the extra revenue necessary 
to take care of the increased enrollment due to Federal activities at the airbase. 

At present there are 202 students whose parents are employed at the airbase 
attending the Hondo schools. By October 1, 1953, it is anticipated that this 
number will increase to 250. There is considerable overcrowding in the elementary 
schools, and the district is not able to finance any more construction. A $325,000 
building project has just been completed, and the district is heavily bonded. 

This is the situation at Hondo. As I said before, it is duplicated in other areas, 
too, and I am asking that these conditions be given consideration in your delibera- 
tions on the possible extension of this public law. 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
Washington, D. C., June 22, 1958. 
Hon. Samuet K. McConne tt, Jr., 
irman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuatrMan: Your committee is currently considering legislation to 
extend Public Laws 815 and 874 of the 81st Congress for a period of 2 years and 
to liberalize certain provisions thereof. 

The American Federation of Labor believes the original enactment of these 
laws was wise and necessary and that they should be extended. The impact of 
Federal installations has greatly increased the pupil-load in many areas and has in 
several of them also complicated local tax problems by removing large tracts of 
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land from local tax rolls. It is just and fitting that Federal contributions should 
be made to these school districts so that proper educational facilities and programs 
may be maintained for the benefit of the children affected. We have always held 
that one of the most basic obligations of our Nation is to provide adequate educa- 
tional opportunities for every American child. We must not permit the defense 
emergency to deprive any child of his just heritage. 

Public Law 815 provides in section 205 (b) (i) (e) that Public Law 403 of the 
74th Congress, commonly known as the Davis-Bacon Act, shall apply in deter- 
mining prevailing local wage rates for laborers and mechanics in construction work 
on all contracts for buildings erected under this act. The Davis-Bacon law has 
proven its value in maintaining fair wage scales for American workers and pre- 
venting unfair competition among contractors, and we are confident your com- 
mittee will continue it as an integral part of legislation you may recommend to 
extend Public Law 815. 

Thanking you for your kind attention to these recommendations, I remain, 

Yours very truly, 
ANDREW J. BremILLer, 
Member, National Legislative Committee. 


CoNNELL Scuoou Distrricr No. 51-162, 
Connell, Wash., June 13, 1953. 
Hon. K. McConne .t, Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington D. C. 

My Dear Mr. McConneuu: I am writing to you on behalf of our Connell 
Lions Club and also the Connell School Board in regard to Public Laws 815 and 
874. We feel both of these laws should receive your support. Our reasons are 
as follows: 

Connell is the center of a large consolidated school district in the Columbia 
Basin. The district is composed of large wheat and stock farms in a sparsely 
settled area. The coming of irrigation has caused many problems. 

We find our land gradually being removed from the tax rolls; and at the same 
time, an additional drain is placed on our school and community. 

To meet these problems, we have taxed ourselves by bonding and raising special 
millage. Thus far, we have been able to cope with the situation. However, we 
cannot see our way clear to meet the growing meeds in the near future. 

As our needs increase, our tax base decreases. 

Since the Federal Government has had a part in creating this emergency, it 
seems only logical that they should help us through this critical period. 

We realize you face many problems and receive many requests. In our case, 
we feel the request is not an ordinary one, but one of emergency during a period 
when many people are moving into our area. 

Very truly yours, 
Cras. M. Actor, 
Superintendent and Lions Club President. 


STATEMENT OF THE HoNorRABLE JAMES G. PoLK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I strongly urge the Committee 
on Education and Labor to report favorably a bill to extend Public Laws 815 and 
874 of the Slst Congress. These laws relate to school construction assistance 
in federally affected areas. It is a problem with which T have long been deeply 
coneerned. 

On February 16, 1953, T introduced H. R. 3094, a bill to improve and extend the 
duration of Publie Law 874 of the Sist Congress to extend the period during which 
appropriations may be made to pay entitlements under title 2 of Publie Law 815 
of the Slst Congress, to provide temporary supplementary aid for schools in 
eritical defense housing areas and to make grants to States to assist distressed 
school districts in the construetion of urgently needed school facilities. 

Aside from my general interest in this problem, in the district I represent, the 
Sixth District of Ohic, the Government of the United States is building a billion- 
dollar atomic energy plant. This plant is being built in an area where present 
public-school facilities and present school finances are barely able to furnish the 
minimum State educational requirements. 

This new Federal project, the construction of which will extend over a period 
of approximately 4 years, will mean the influx of several thousand additional 
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schoolchildren. Already a very serious impact is being exerted upon the local 

school districts affected. This Federal project has been under construction less 

than a year and I have been advised that by June 1954 the Federal Office of 
Education estimates that 8,520 pupils will be unhoused in this area. In other 

words, it is conservatively estimated that there will be 8,520 children of school 

=> the area for which there will be no school building facilities available by 
O54. 

It so happens that in this rural area where the new atomic-energy plant is 
being constructed, school buildings were, in many instances, already overcrowded 
and most of these school districts were barely able to pay the cost of the normal 
operation of their schools. In the 4 counties of Pike, Scioto, Ross, and Jackson, 
54 city and rural school districts are affected by this large national defense project. 
Forty of these school districts are in the 6th Congressional District while 14 of 
of the affected districts are in the 10th Congressional District of Ohio. I have 
talked personally with many of the school superintendents in the area and | 
know from personal experience and observation that unless Public Laws 815 and 
874 are promptly extended nothing less than a chaotic condition will exist in 
this critical defense housing area. 

It is estimated that during the peak construction period on this billion-dollar 
Federal atomic-energy project as many as 30,000 construction workers will be 
employed. At present approximately 6,000 are employed and during the follow- 
ing months this number will be rapidly increased. Most of the construction 
workers are young men with families and unless some provision is made for the 
education of the children of these temporary immigrant workers they will, of 
course, be deprived of the privilege of attending school while their fathers are 
working on the construction of the atomic-energy plant. In addition, it is an 
established fact that there will be a large number of permanent inmigrant pupils 
in this area for whom permanent school buildings must be constructed. 

All of the counties surrounding this new Federal project are predominately 
rural in character. Local tax rates are as high as Ohio State laws will permit 
and consequently it is absolutely impossible for the funds derived from local 
taxation to supply sufficient money to pay for this additional cost for the education 
of the children concerned. No doubt the situation which exists in the Sixth 
Congressional District of Ohio can be duplicated in many other critical defense 
housing areas throughout the country. 

When the Federal Government decides to locate a large Federal project such 
as the Pike County atomic-energy plant in any area there certainly arises an obli- 
gation on the part of the Federal Government to help bear the expenses neces- 
sarily incurred in educating the children of the construction workers on the project, 
as well as the children of the permanent employees who will later be employed 
on the Federal project. Consequently, I strongly urge your committee to take 
prompt and favorable action on this question. 

Naturally, I should like to have my bill, H. R. 3094, favorably reported from 
your committee and I strongly urge favorable consideration of it. However, be- 
cause of the critical situation and the necessity for prompt action I shall gladly 
support any other bill which has for its purpose the extension of Public Law 874 
and Publie Law 815. I know the need is great and the problem is one which con- 
cerns the education and welfare of thousands of deserving children who must be 
educated, 


ConGREss OF THE UNITED 
Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 23, 19538. 
Hon. Samuet K. McConne tt, 
Chairman, House Committee on Education and Labor, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear REPRESENTATIVE McCoNnNELL: There is enclosed herewith copy of a 
letter from Superintendent R. E. Lee, TullahomafCity Schools, Tullahoma, Tenn., 
concerning his interest in legislation extending and amending Public Laws 815 
and 874, which is self-explanatory and for your information. 

This is to request that Superintendent Lee’s views and suggestions in this con- 
nection be carefully considered and made a matter of record in your consideration 
of such legislation. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Joe L. Evins, 
Member of Congress. 
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TuLLAHoMA City ScHoo.Ls, 
Tullahoma, Tenn., June 22, 1953. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Evins: I wish to assure you that I appreciated the attention and 
interest that you manifested in the problems of the federally affected areas on 
my visit to your office last Friday. 

After leaving your office, I gathered some additional information relative to 
hearings before the Educational Subcommittee in the House, on legislation extend- 
ing and amending Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Under Public Law 815, I think the following points should be given very 
serious consideration: 

1, An extension of time for making appropriations to cover unpaid entitlements 
under 815 should be made unless such appropriations are made prior to the cnact- 
ment of this legislation. (Tullahoma has an unpaid entitlement of $158,660.) 
I think that this approved entitlement should not be eliminated by the proposed 
legislation. 

. * The people will not be pleased with the minimum school facilities as proposed 
y 1596. 

3. The formula for determining the Government’s payments on 202b (3b) 
pupils should be retained at 70 percent of the cost of complete school facilities 
rather than being reduced to 45 pereent of minimum school facilities. If this 
reduction is made as proposed in Public Law 1596, it will be impossible for the 
city board of education of Tullahoma to furnish school facilities for the incoming 
schoolchildren. 

4. The children of service personnel such as merchants, firemen, doctors, ete., 
should be eligible under 202¢ (4a) rather than being made ineligible for Federal 
assistance. 

Under Public Law 874, S. 1597: 

1. The new legislation should provide for a local contribution rate floor 
whereby the schools of heavily State aided districts (Tennessee is one of the 
States that furnishes a large amount to local district) would receive this mini- 
mum payment; 75 percent of the median of all States would be approximately $90. 

2. Eliminate the provision for absorption of 3 percent of the non-Federal 
children from section 3 eligible pupils. "This would reduce section 3 funds about 
20 percent to 30 percent. 

3. Section 3 payments might be made on the previous year’s attendance in 
that category, the increase in section 3a and 3b pupils for a current year should 
be paid for under section 4 regardless of a qualifying percentage. Certainly no 
school should be required to educate section 3 pupils without Federal assistance 
the first year or any vear thereafter. 

I understand that the subcommittee will begin consideration of this legislation 
in executive session this week, and the chairman has stated that the hearing 
record would be kept open by the committee until June 24 to receive statements 
of Congressmen and others to be made a statement in the record. 

T should appreciate it if you will examine these two bills, 8. 1596 and 1597, 
and see if the above suggested ideas might be included in these bills before they 
are passed by the Congress. 

I think that 874 could be slightly amended and be continued for another year 
or until its expiration date, June 30, 1954. The House as you know has appro- 
priated funds for 874 for 1953-54. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Yours sincerely, 
R. E. Ler, Superintendent. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1953, 
Hon. Samvuent K. McConne tt, Jr., 
Chairman, Education and Labor, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. McConne tu: It is my understanding that your committee is in the 
process of deciding whether or not Public Law 874 of the 81st Congress, or some- 
thing similar to it, should be continued. 

Having a district which is terribly federally impacted, I am, of course, anxious 
to see that something like Public Law 874 is enacted. 

One problem has recently come to my attention which your committee might 
consider: My county, as is required by law, is in the process of having turned 
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over to it a number of Lanham Act housing projects. ‘The number of school 
districts where these projects are located were entitled to certain Federal funds, 
it is ny understanding, from the Office of Education and Mr. Albert M. Cole, 
that this entitlement will cease even if Public Law 874 or something similar to 
it is enacted. 

Since the problem is common to many Congressmen it might be that your 
committee would care to consider it. ; 

Yours very truly, 
Rosperr L. Connon, 
Member of Congress. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 23, 1953. 
Hon. K. McConne ct, Jr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CoLLeaGvue: I am enclosing copies of information which just came into 
my office from the South Dakota Department of Public Instruction in opposition 
amendments to Publie Law 874. 

understand that your subcommittee is currently studying legisiation in regard 
to this particular law, and for that reason I am submitting this information for 
your consideration. 

Thank you kindly. 

Cordially, 
Harowip O, Lovre, Member of Congress. 


DEPARTMENT OF PuBLiIc INSTRUCTION, 
Division oF INDIAN EDUCATION, 
Pierre, June 22, 1953. 
Hon, Haroup Lovee, 
Member of Congress, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR CONGRESSMAN Lovre: We have been informed that Senate bill 1597, and 
a companion bill have been introduced in the respective Houses to amend Publie 
Law 874. The proposed bills would have Indian children become eligible under 
the provision of Publie Law 874 and any such payments to school districts for 
providing education services would be administered under Public Law 874. 

The proposed legislation, if enacted, would eliminate the present program which 
has been established under the provisions of the Johnson-O’ Malley Act of 1934. 
The provisions of the proposed bills would bring the present Indian education 
program to an end July 1, 1954. 

The policy of the State of South Dakota has been one in which Indians are 
regarded as citizens and have the right to use public school facilities. The present 
program of distributing funds to financially assist public school districts, as pro- 
vided by the Johnson-O’ Malley Act, has provided a solution to the financial prob- 
lem created by nontaxable Indian land. The funds made available by contract 
with the Department of Interior have met the needs of the school districts and 
are considered a satisfactory method by boards of education and county 
superintendents. 

We are opposed to Indian children being included in the entitlements of Public 
Law 874, under the proposed regulations, and the discontinuance of the Johnson- 
O'Malley contract. The reasons for objecting to the proposed amendments to 
Public Law 874 are as follows: 

1. Of the 50 public school districts receiving financial assistance under the 
Johnson-O’ Malley contract during 1952-53, 30 would be eligible for entitlement 
under Public Law 874 as proposed. 

2. Only 30 percent of the Indian children in South Dakota are in public schools. 
Part of withdrawal program of the Bureau of Indian Affairs is to put all Indian 
children into public schools. The funds from the Johnson-O’ Malley contract 
provide the bargaining power to consummate the conversion of Federal schools 
into public schools. 

3. Under the present program free lunches are provided for needy Indian 
children, and funds are provided for transporting Indian children. Public Law 
874 funds do not make provisions for either lunches or transportation, and the 
Federal school-lunch program provides but a small portion of their lunches. 
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4. Money, under the present program, is provided to school districts that have a 
definite need for assistance. It is not felt that this money is in any way wasted. 
Public Law 874 funds are provided only if 3 percent of the enrollment is con- 
sidered “federally affected children”. To have this 3 percent, at least 10 children 
must be considered under the classification of ‘federally affected.” Thirty 
districts, on the present program, have enrollments that are less than 10, and could 
not receive aid under the proposed law. This would eliminate aid in South 
Dakota for Indian children where it is needed most, the small school. 

Enclosed is a copy of the minutes of the Conference of State Directors of Indian 
Education held at Brigham City, Utah, June 11, 1952, which contains reasons 
adopted by the group for objecting to the proposed amendments to Public Law 
874. There are seven specific objections listed on the enclosed sheet. 

We hope that you will give serious consideration to our statements regarding 
the proposed legislation. 

We will be most happy to provide you with additional information if necessary. 
Very sincerely yours, 
Haroup 8. FREEMAN, 
State Superintendent. 
JOHN ARTICHOKER, 
Supervisor, Indian Education. 


(The supplemental information referred to is made a part of the 
record on p. 365.) 


ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED 
AREAS 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 24, 1953 


Housrt or RepreESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON EpucatTion AND LABOR. 
Washington, D.C. 


SPECJAL EXECUTIVE SESSION IN RE CLARIFICATION OF PROVISIONS 
RELATING TO INDIANS IN PUBLIC LAW 874, 81ST CONGRESS 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 429, 
House Office Building, Carroll D. Kearns (acting chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Messrs. Kearns, Holt, Frelinghuysen, Barden, and Bailey. 

Present also: John O. Graham, chief clerk; Fred G. Hussey, minor- 
itv clerk; Edward A. MeCabe, general counsel; Jock Hoghland, 
assistant general counsel; Russell C. Derrickson, chief investigator; 
Ben H. Johnson, investigator, staff of the Committee on Education 
and Labor; and Rall 1. Grigsby, B. A. Lillywhite, and Reginald G. 
Conley, Office of Education. 

Mr. Kearns. The committee will come to order. 

I would like to state at this time this meeting this morning is con- 
sidered an executive session and it is to clarify the problems and the 
situation so far as the Indians are concerned pertaining to Public 
Law 874. 

We have invited the Congressmen who have been particularly 
involved, Mr. Steed, Mr. Rhodes, and Mr. Metealf. 

Also we have some of the staff here of the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion, and we have also invited two people from the Department of 
Interior to come over, Miss Selene Gifford, who is Assistant Com- 
missioner of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Mr. Sellery, who is the 
Chief Counsel. 

We thought what we would do first, Miss Gifford, if it is agreeable 
to you, is to get a statement in the record here so that the committee 
may know the position you have so far as your Department is con- 
cerned pertaining to the problem of the Indian as we are considering 
it under Public Law 874. 

I might say the reason for this particular session is so the members 
of the committee can have the exact information from all who are 
particularly interested in this problem in a correct and proper form so 
we will be better informed to take the bill to the floor and present to 
the Congress all the ramifications of the Indian situation. 

So, if you will just proceed, we will be very happy to have you talk. 
After you are through, we will have the Congressmen who are invited 
here to testify. 
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STATEMENTS OF SELENE GIFFORD, ASSISTANT’ COMMISSIONER, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, ACCOMPANIED BY HILDEGARDE 
THOMPSON, CHIEF, BRANCH OF EDUCATION, BUREAU OF 
INDIAN AFFAIRS; AND HARRY A. SELLERY, JR., CHIEF COUNSEL, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Settery. The parts which we have prepared on these bills 
have not yet been cleared by the Department or the Bureau of the 
Budget. One of them is presently at the Bureau of the Budget. 
The other has not yet gone over; so, I would like it to be understood 
what Miss Gifford says is an expression of the Bureau's judgment on 
the matter at the moment, but it is not necessarily at this time the 
firm position of the Department. 

Mr. Kearns. Can the committee be led to believe that what you 
state will be more or less what you have recommended, though? 

Mr. Setitery. Yes, sir; it will be what the Bureau has recommended 
to the Secretary’s office. 

Mr. Kearns. That is what we are interested in. 

Mr. Barpen. I believe we are fortunate because we will come near 
getting real freedom of thought. 

Mr. Kearns. You may proceed. 

Anytime during the testimony, if you have any ideas, the lady will 
be glad, I am sure, to be interrupted and we will clarify as we go 
along so as not to have too much repetition. 

Miss Girrorp. The Bureau feels that the proposed revision to 
H. R. 874 would be of benefit to the children who are under the more 
or less supervision of the Bureau in the problem of providing educa- 
tion through existing facilities rather than through special federally 
financed facilities. As you know, the revision to this bill, H. R. 874, 
makes it possible for funds to be available for operating costs in certain 
impacted areas and Indians have now been included under that pro- 
posed legislation. 

The Bureau, as I think you know, has assisted States and local 
units, educational units, in the costs of education under the Johnson- 
O'Malley Act. 

Under this bill not as much money under the Johnson-O’ Malley 
Act would have to be provided and the children would have the 
benefit of participation in the usual school system of a State, a public- 
school svstem with assistance going to the States and the local units 
through grants to the States under the provisions of this law. but 
really under the relationship of the Office of Education to the States 
rather than the Bureau of Indian Affairs to the States. 

Mr. Barpen. Do I understand your interpretation of the proposed 
bill, so far as you have discussed it, would mean that this money com- 
ing as a result of H. R. 874 would go for the operation of the schools 
and that you would then have additional funds to carry on the 
additional activities over and above normal school activities coming 
to vou from the Johnson-O’Malley Act? 

Miss Girrorp. No; I am sorry if I left that impression. We get 
our Johnson-O'’Malley Act funds based upon the number of contracts 
which are actually in existence in any State, any number of States. 
If under this proposed legislation the States made their application 
for funds under this bill, our Johnson-O’Malley funds would not be 
made available to be used for other purposes, you see. 
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In other words, this would probably mean a saving as far as the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs is concerned in funds appropriated by 
Congress for education of children. 

Do I make myself clear? 

Mr. Barven. | do not waat to launch out into questions or get 
far afield, but I understand. Let me make this admission: I do not 
know anything about the Indian situation. I found vesterday after- 
noon that some of the rest of the committee were in about the same 
position I was in; so, it was our sincere desire to get the informatien 
direct. 

As you operate now, I understand there is considerable work done 
for the Indians that could not and would not be done under the funds 
from H. R. 874. 

Miss GirrorD. Sir, under our interpretation of this revision to 
H. R. 874 we do not think that is the case. This proposed revision 
to H. R. 874 really makes possible the use of funds in much the same 
way as the Johnson-O’ Malley Act makes funds available to States 
from the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. Kearns. First I want to say we appreciate this short notice 
of you coming over, Miss Gifford. For the benefit of Mr. Steed we 
thought you would be here right on time because we wanted you to 
get the opening remarks. 

At this time I want to welcome Mrs. Thompson who has joined us 
and also thank you for coming up on this short notice. Mrs. Thomp- 
son is Chief of Education of Indian Affairs. So we have very fine 
representation here now. 

Mr. Batuey. I ask if the inclusion of this provision to bring the 
Indian children under Public Law 874 would preclude the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs from using the remainder of their appropriation for 
carrying on health and welfare activities under the Johnson-O’ Malley 
Act. 

Miss Girrorp. No, sir. It would not affect the other Johnson- 
O’Malley funds which are used for health and welfare. 

Mr. Bartey. But it is your opinion that the administration under 
Public Law 874 could be carried on more economically than it is being 
carried on under the Johnson-O’Malley Act insofar as it applies to 
education? 

Miss Girrorp. I do not know whether I can answer that question. 

Mr. Bariey. You did say it would effect a saving? 

Miss Grrrorp. It would effect a saving to the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. 

Mr. Battery. I see. Right now this administration is interested in 
savings to the entire overall budget. 

Miss Girrorp. I would like to amplify that if I may. It would 
effect a saving to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, but the States would 
have the right to request funds of the Federal Government from 
another source. Whether or not that would mean a total dollar 
saving to the Government, I do not know. 

Mr. Battey. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hour. Mr. Chairman, may I ask what else is done under the 
Johnson-O’Malley Act besides education, health, and welfare activ- 
ities? Please forgive my ignorance. 

Miss Girrorp. Under the Johnson-O’Malley Act the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, is 
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authorized to enter into contract for services for Indians.  Specifi- 
cally, those services may be in the educational field; they may be in 
the broad health field, including either hospitalization or contract for 
other services related to health, such as public health contracts; or 
they may be entered into for welfare purposes to have a State or a 
local unit of government provide services which need to be provided. 

In entering into those contracts under the law we must be assured 
that the standards of care that will be given under the contract are 
standards which meet the minimum standards of the State in which 
the contract is to be entered into. 

Mr. Hour. When you enter into a contract, vou deal with a director 
of Indian aifairs for a State, usually? 

Miss Girrorp. Not usually. We usually deal with the govern- 
mental unit. It may be the county educational director. It may be 
the State department of education. It might be the State department 
of health. It might be the county supervisors. It depends upon the 
situation in the particular State and in the particular community. 

Mr. Hour. Did you make the decision whom you deal with as far 
as these schools go in each State, or does the State let vou know? 

Miss Girrorp. We do both things. If we enter into a State con- 
tract, we always deal with the State group, of course. If it is a local 
contract, it is always with the knowledge of the State department, 
but may be specifically entered into on a local basis. 

Mr. Hour. You mean the department of education? 

Miss Girorp. Yes. 

Mr. Kearns. Before we have any more questions, please proceed 
with what you want to say here. 

Miss Girrorp. | think I have in general covered what needs to be 
said. I think perhaps the committee will get more specific informa- 
tion if at this time they ask additional questions. 

Mr. Kearns. We have the definite statement here of the assistant 
commissioner, and | think it would be a good thing at this time to hear 
from Mr. Metealf who is a member of the committee and see, so far 
as your situation is concerned, Mr. Metealf, how it coincides with 
your thinking. 

Mr. Littywurre. Is it appropriate for staff members to ask ques- 
tions or not? 

Mr. Kearns. I would prefer we get Mr. Metcalf’s testimony and 
then we will be very happy to include you in the questioning here. 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE LEE METCALF, A REPRESENT- 
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Mrreatr. When Miss Condon who is our State superintendent 
of public instruction was preparing to testify before this committee, 
we discussed the effect of both Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 
upon the Indian schools of Montana. From discussion with Miss 
Condon I understand the Indian schools of some of the other Western 
States are ina comparable situation. We decided that we would not 
ask for any change in Public Law 874, although we feel a change 
should be made. We were concerned only —and Miss Condon testified 
only —relative to Public Law 815. 

Our great problem is the construction of schools for the Indians. 
As Miss Condon said, we can get along with the maintenance and the 
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continuation of our every day current activities if we can build some 
schools. 

Relative to the testimony that is given here in respect to Publie 
Law H. R. 874, we have the same objective that the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs has. We want to run the ordinary Montana public schools. 
We want to put the Indian children in those schools and have them 
maintained and operated just like other schools in the State of Mon- 
tana. 

During the preliminary discussion, Miss Condon felt that amend- 
ments to H. R. 874 such as are proposed here would help us do that 
rather than operating as we are now under the Johnson-O’ Malley Act. 
So [I can concur in the testimony that is given here that the proposed 
amendment would help the State of Montana and the State super- 
intendent in her operation of the current school activities for the 
Indian children. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Metcalf, I think the committee can concur with 
that. We got the impression from your State superintendent of 
schools that her main idea was to make the children, the Indian chil- 
dren, part of the public-school system and bring them imto that 
overall picture in the State rather than have them segregated in any 
way and labeled as Indian children. 

Also, sbe laid emphasis on the fact that the great need, too, was 
buildings, and she depicted the conditions there. 

H. R. 815 we have no objections to, and we are changing the law. 

Mr. Lillywhite, on this particular situation with the Department, 
and Mr. Metcilf, do vou have anything to contribute here or any 
question? 

Mr. Littywuire. I had only this one question following up the 
thing Mr. Holt was talking about. I take it from the reply that 
certainly there is still opportunity and funds to set up health units, 
hospital contracts, and so on. 

Miss Grrrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Lirtywuire. When we have talked with these State Indian 
education supervisors who feel there are some problems involved, 
they say there are things in the education of the children that cannot 
be done when all you do is finance the school program under H. R. 
874. That is one of their objections to it. There are certain special 
things they do with the Johnson-O’ Malley funds for education. 

The question | want to ask is, What are those special things that 
must be done and that are being done under the Johnson-O’ Malley 
Act they feel appropriately cannot be done under H. R. 874? It is 
not the broad health welfare. 

Miss Girrorp. It is the health and welfare im connection with the 
education of the children. 

Might I ask Mrs. Thompson to specifically answer that because 
she has done a good deal of research on exactly what these special 
things are and why we feel that the revision to H. R. 874 does cover 
them. We do not feel that the Johnson-O’Malley contract is as 
important as some of the State directors do. 

Mr. Kearns. We will be happy to hear from Mrs. Thompson. 

Mrs. THompson. | think primarily the things they are concerned 
about are such things as transportation, hot lunches, and special 
instruction for language-handicapped children. Some of the Indian 


34851—55 23 


346 ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOLS IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


children, of course, come from non-English-speaking homes and they 
are concerned with that problem. 

Our interpretation of provision of this law is that it covers all of 
the things we are doing now, the special things, under the Johnson- 
O’Malley law with the exception of lunches. In other words, the 
funds made available to States under the provisions of this law would 
be applicable for all instructional cost with the exception, possibly, 
of lunches. We believe that special need could be met in other ways, 
either by the Indian tribal groups themselves or in the same way 
that lunches for needy children are met for non-Indian children. 

Mr. Kearns. Those are the three major things. 

Mr. Lillywhite, does that answer vour question? 

Mr. Lattywuire. The only point in it is, in talking with these 
Indian supervisors they seem to feel those things cannot be done. 
Maybe they can. 

Mr. Kearns. Could the Chair ask, Why do they take that position 
when it is not the thinking of the head of the department of your 
bureau such as yourself? Why would the men in the field take that 
position when you do not particularly feel that way? 

Mrs. Tuompson. I think probably they feel local educational 
agencies such as local school boards would not see the importance of 
special instruction for language-handicapped children as one factor in 
the problem. But a local school board could meet the problems if 
they felt there was need for special instruction and could use this 
money for meeting these needs. 

Mr. Barpen. How far would your department approve the use of 
those funds? You have a provision in here that if the funds are di- 
verted and used for improper purposes or purposes other than those 
which the money was appropriated for—how far do you go along 
with Mrs. Thompson? 

Mr. Littywuite. We do not know enough about what these special 
problems are to know whether there would be enough money to cover 
them or not in these entitlements. We have talked this over with 
Dr. Thompson a number of times in our office. But, to answer the 
question specifically , the money that is given under H. R. 874 can be 
used for anything that local money can be used for under State law. 
We just have not audited or checked up because we think State laws 
are sufficient to enforce the use of that money. 

Mr. Barpen. Follow this back one step. Are you familiar with the 
question of whether or not the State law permits State funds to be 
used for those things which you outlined a minute ago, Mrs. 
Thompson? 

Mrs. THompson. I think probably that would vary with States so 
far as transportation and lunches are concerned. So far as instruction 
is “ager I think every State would have to meet the instructional 
need. 

Mr. Kearns. With vour lunch problem it is on a matching problem 
whether the State participates with the Federal program. 

Mr. Barpen. If the State law did not permit normal State funds 
to be used for transportation, school lunches, special instructions, and 

ssibly something else such as books—that varies in States—would 

ohnson-O’ Malley funds be available to supplement H. R. 874 and 
do those things that the State laws would not permit H. R. 874 funds 
to be used for? ‘. 
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Miss Girrorp. Mr. Chairman, we as a matter of policy would not 
recommend that for this reason: I think it is very difficult, adminis- 
tratively, to have two Federal agencies, as it were, having relation- 
ships with a State or a local district, local school district, on exactly 
the same problem. If any such problem developed, I am sure we 
could work it out; but, just from an overall policy point of view, we 
would perfer, of course, not to have that kind of —shall I say—three- 
ring circus. 

May I make this general statement, too: that we in the Bureau 
have had excellent relationships with State departments of education 
and local school districts on this basic problem of providing education 
to Indian children on the same basis as it is provided to other children 
in the States. The Johnson-O’Malley contract has made it possible 
for us to assist the poorer districts within a State that needed that 
kind of financial aid in order to provide education. 

But I would like to make the point that the attitude of the States 
toward the fact that they have a responsibility for the education of 
all children in a State is a very gratifying experience. 

Mr. Barpen. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the lady’s point of view, 
but we could very easily run into this situation in the State law where 
State law restricts the giving of any special benefit to any special 
group or apy special district. 1 think all of us will agree that the 
Indian situation deserves special attention. 

If we run into that situation, then how are we going to get out of it? 
That thing of the circus is what bothers me. My position is very 
simple and very plain, and that is, if we cannot better the Indians or 
certainly do as well by them in H. R. 874 as we are doing under the 
Johnson-O’ Malley Act, | am not going to be the one to do anything 
else to the Indians. 

1 am very very much concerned over these benefits. 1 know if 
they cannot speak English they must have special instructions, and 
vou know that, too. 1 know they must have transportation because 
they are scattered all over the area. The witness the other day told 
us that. J am not willing to guess at those things. That is why we 
interrupted our executive session in writing the bill, to get the folks 
who actually know and actually deal with the picture, to make sure 
that we were not going to hurt the Indians. 1 am more concerned 
with protecting the Indians that | am about your budget. 

Mr. Littywuarre. I might mention to you that the draft bill on 
page 16 does not prohibit—in fact it specifically points out that nothing 
in this bill shall affect the authority of the Bureau of Indian Affairs or 
the availability of appropriations to it. 

Mr. Kearns. Will you read that portion? 

Mr. Littywuire. It is line 17. [Reading:] 
that nothing in the foregoing provisions of this subsection shall affeet (1) the 
availability of appropriations for the maintenance and operation of school facilities 
(A) on Federal property under the control of the Atomic Energy Commission or 
(B) by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, or (2) effective July 1; 1954, the availability 
of appropriations of the Bureau of Indian Affairs for payments to any State or 
local educational agency to assist in meeting special instructional costs or other 
special costs incurred in connection with the education of Indian children. 

They can still go get money to do those special jobs if they can get 
it. I think the only other point is, even if the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs believes that the authoritygs broad enough in the public-school 
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agencies to do most of the things, will the grant that is made pursuant 
to the formula be large enough to do it? I think that is the other 
point | would like to make. ; 

Mr. Barven. In the first place, she has indicated they will not do 

it because she is not going to get into a three-ring circus. That does 
away with part of your discussion. 

The second is, it is not a question so much but what you or anyone 
else outside of the State might think about the availability of these 
funds. When those funds are turned over to the local school district, 
they tell you what they are going to do with those funds, and the laws 
of the State in which the school is situated determines that action. 

Mr. Littywuarre. Escept under this Bureau of Indian Affairs, they 
could still get money from the Johnson-O’Malley Act in connection 
with Indian education. 

Mr. Barven. The lady tells me she is not going to do that. 

Mr. Kearns. She did not want to do it. 

Mr. Hour. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, one of the reasons 
you folks want the Indian children to come under H. R. 674 is because 
a lot of times when you give them mouey some of these go under 
contracts and they do not spend the money on a specific school, Am 
I correct? 

Miss Grrrorp. No. 

Mr. Hour. Not from you. We did not know anything about this 
the other day; so I want to find out today. 

Miss Grrrorp. We have no evidence at all that the States have not 
‘used the Johnson-O’Malley contract funds according to the plans. 

Mr. Horr. I know they use them for Indians and for going to 
schools, but I understood it was at their discretion to use them any- 
where in the State. When you give them money, they use it for a 
specific Indian child in a specific school? 

Miss Girrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Frevinecuuysen. | still do not understand what particular 
advantage there is in the provision in H. R. 874 for Indian children. 
Mr. Metealf points out the need for construction of schools under 
Public Law 815. I am sorry I missed the testimony yesterday which 
I suppose went into this Indian situation. But what advantage is 
there? You have already said there is no saving to the taxpayer and 
there is no particular administrative advantage setting it up apart 
from the Johnson-O’Malley Act and that Johnson-O’Malley funds 
may still be available as well as H. R. 874 funds. 

Miss Girrorp. There are two points involved in an answer here. 
One is that we have also taken the position on H. R. 815 on the con- 
struction bill that we would like for the Indian needs, as it were, for 
construction to be included under that. Therefore, it is logical we 
would take the same position on H. R. 874 because it is a companion 
bill. That is one part of the answer. 

The second part of the answer is this: We in the Bureau are trying, 
as hard as we can, to have Indian children considered as any other child 
in the State is considered. When the State reviews its needs for 
education within the State, it helps to do away with discrimination, a 
different approach to the problem if they are considering the Indian 
children at the same time they are considering the other children. 

These two bills, H. R. 815 and ER. 874, make it possible for the 
States to consider their total educd#on problem ‘in’ relation to their 
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need for funds and dealing with 1 Federal agency rather than with 2 
agencies to meet the needs of children within a State. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. The Johnson-O’ Malley funds will be avail- 
able for educational purposes as Mr. Lilywhite pointed out, so you 
are still going to be dealing with two educational agencies. Nor did 
I understand this was an effort to eliminate discrimination against 
Indians in States which is what 1 understood vou to just say. Is thai 
not the function of this provision? 

Miss Girrorp. Again, two poinis to make: We do not feel that the 
States are discriminating agamst the Indians, but we do have two 
different considerations when the Bureau of Indian Affairs is estimat- 
ing its needs for Indian children and the State is estimating its needs 
for non-Indian children. So vou have two approaches to the total 
problem of education within a State for children. 

The second part of vour question, I think we should tell you in 
making our report on the bill, or at least our recommended report 
upon the bill, we did request that this continuation of Jolmson- 
O'Malley funds as proposed im this legislation be eliminated. In the 
bill as vou are considerating it, it is in there. We ask that it be elimi- 
nated, 

Mr. FreELINGHUYSEN. I see. The other point vou mentioned was 
that it was a logical position to take because vou did support this 
position in H. R.815. It seems to me there are two separate problems 
If vou can solve the special Federal responsibility for operation and 
maintenance without a provision perhaps in this law, it would not 
matter that vou needed the money for the construction of schools 
under Public Law 815, so vou would not be inconsistent if vou had no 
provision for Indian children in this bill. 

Mr. Kearns. Except they get no construction funds under the 
Johnson-O' Malley Act. 

Mr. FrevincHuysen. But you could consider that apart and if 
Johnson-O'’ Malley funds took care of the problem of operation and 
maintenance, vou would not have to have any provision in H. R. 
874. I think Mr. Metcalf probably knows more about this problem. 

Mr. Merrcaur. | want to make a comment as far as we in Montana 
are concerned, with due respect to the witness. We want to get the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs out of Indian affairs. We want to get them 
out of the education system. We want to run schools so that the 
Indian children who are particular Federal problems are treated 
just exactly the same way up in Browning, Mont., as the sons and 
daughters of the people who work on Hungry Horse Farm are treated 
over at Columbia Falls. 

Mr. FrevinGHUYsEN. I can understand a position like that. That 
is what I had in mind when I asked the questions. 

Mr. Mercaur. That is the attitude we take. We want to treat 
Indian children as other children. We have schools that are all 
Indian because of the nature of the school district and because we 
still have Indians on reservations in Montana, but we are trying 
to get away from that and trying to treat the Indian just as citizens 
ef Montana, they way they should be. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. It is vour feeling this provision would be 
helpful, would be beneficial? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes. It is our feeling that if we change over to 
H. R. 874 and treat them the same as others, it would be beneficial. 
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Mr. Kearns. Mr. Barden? 

Mr. Barpren. My statements were not with the idea of keeping 
the Federal Government in the business of running public schools. 
I do not like that. I do not like the Commissioner of Education to 
run, directly or indirectly, any public school in America. What I am 
trying to get at is a way to make the change. I think the change is 
quite desirable, but a way to make the change without hurting. 

If we cut off services they are now receiving without some advisable 
means of giving the service—and I presume those services have been 
justified, have been necessary and wise; otherwise we should not have 
spent tax money for them. If those same reasons for continuing those 
services exist, then I think when we make the change wisdom requires 
we have in mind something to take the place of those things. That is 
the point to which I am directing my inquiry principally. 

I like the idea of one American public school setup. Each State 
and each community run their own schools. 

Mr. Krarns. Mr. Bailey? 

Mr. Batney. In view of the statement just made by our colleague 
from Montana in reference to the extent that this provision in Public 
Law 874 would operate, would it, Mr. Metcalf, permit the local school 
authorities of any locality in Montana to go in on the existing Indian 
reservation and operate the reservation school that is now being 
operated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs? Are we going that far with 
this? 

Mr. Merearr. We are taking them off the reservation schools and 
putting them in schools in adjacent towns or in school districts that 
are not reservation schools. ‘That is our objective, too. 

Mr. Baitey. You would go so far as to abandon the present system 
of reservation schools? 

Mr. Merceatr. We have almost abandoned it, as Miss Condon 
testified. 

Mr. Battey. Let us be clear as to what the intent and the extent 
this thing will go. 

Mr. Mercatr. As far as we are concerned in Montana—and Miss 
Condon so testified the other day when she was up here—we do not 
want Indian schools. We want Montana public schools under the 
administration of the Montana superintendent of public instruction 
and under the immediate supervision of the local board of education 
elected by the people in that school district. We want Indian children 
and white children and all other children in that district attending those 
schools. We want to close these Indian schools on the reservations. 

Pretty largely we have closed them and are sending them to adjacent 
school districts. 

Mr. Battey. Let me direct the question to the lady testifying. 
What type of structure do you have facilities for your schools on 
these reservations? Are they permanent structures and modern, 
or would it be a good thing to get rid of them? 

Miss Girrorp. We have all kinds, sir. We have some very good, 
fairly modern schools, permanent structures. We have others that 
we are using that have been in use, permanent structures, but they 
have been in use for many, many years. On the Navaho we have 
some temporary schools and also we are using trailers because of the 
great need. 
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Mr. Baitey. Would your department think it advisable that we 
abandon completely and entirely a satisfactory school building, or 
would the State department of schools in Montana and the local 
county unit come in and make use of that? Would it be possible to 
make use of buildings that are satisfactory? 

Miss Girrorp. In many instances it is possible, and we do transfer. 
We have authority to transfer to local school districts our facilities so 
that they may be used as public schools. Wherever possible we would 
continue to do that. 

Mr. Battey. About this matter of special services, particularly 
with reference to transportation, are you operating transportation 
systems by contract under the Johnson-O’Malley Act in duplication 
of the transportation system of the State of Montana in the same 
locality? 

Miss Girrorp. No, sir. Under the Johnson-O’Malley contract 
transportation may be one of the things that is included, but the State 
makes that arrangement itself for transportation of all children within 
a school district. Part of the Johnson-O’Malley funds may increase. 

Mr. Battery. Supplement the States? 

Miss Grrrorp. Exactly. 

Mr. Baitny. Now we are getting some facts. 

Mr. Kearns. At this point Mr. Steed, who is a former member of 
the Committee on Education and Labor and who served on the Bailey 
subcommittee when H. R. 815 and H. R. 874 were written and who, 
coming from Oklahoma, ts interested in Indian affairs and has his 
ideas about this question, will tell the committee how he feels. He 
may ask questions, too. 

We are happy to hear Mr. Steed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. TOM STEED, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Sreep. I want to thank you and the committee for giving me 
an opportunity to appear here because this is a subject upon which I 
am deeply interested and highly concerned. 

I think I can make my position clear to the committee by this simple 
statement: Knowing the problem that we have in Oklahoma regarding 
the Indians and also knowing what I do about this legislation in H. R. 
874, I hope the committee will leave the exemption of the Indian 
matter in the new bill exactly as it is in the old bill. I cannot see wh 
Ms want to go meddling into something that is already working all 
right. 

I do not say that in connection with the bill H. R. 815 because in 
H. R. 815 my State is not particularly concerned. But you have the 
Indian problem. You had it long before you had the Federal impact 
problem. It is an evolutionary problem. It is solving itself under 
the laws and practices we are now following. 

If you involve it in this bill as now proposed, it is my prediction— 
and especially will it be true in Oklahoma—you are going to open a 
Pandora’s box of troubles and be sorry you did. 

In order to make clear what the people who deal on the State level 
thought about this Indian education problem. I think I would like 
permission to read to the committee the resolutions adopted by the 
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Indian education representatives of the 12 States that have this 
problem, and | think that would help clear up to you some of the 
thinking of the people. 

At a meeting of representatives of these departments on June 11, 
1952, this action was taken, this resolution was passed: 

The impossibility of an adequate Indian education program in any State under 
Public Law 874 was evident to all. The States represented were Arizona, Cali- 
fornia, Idaho, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin. 


This action was unanimous by all these States. I mention that by 
way of showing the feeling in other States is exactly as we have it 
in Oklahoma. Their resolution says this: 

That Indian edueation within all States having a contract under the Johnson- 
O’ Malley Act of 1934 will continue under this act. It is further resolved that 
the original act, Publie Law 874, and its proposed amendments should not include 
Indian children as they constitute a special problem over and above that of a 
purely financial nature. 

Be it further resolved, That the proposed amendments to Publie Law 815 are 
beneficial to Indian education and as such are hereby fully endorsed. Every 
consideration was given by this group to all problems pertaining to this matter. 
It has been mutually agreed that the above is our recommendation. The basic 
poliey and principles of the contracts under which we operate with the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs have on the whole proven satisfactory. Hach State concerned 
is working toward the assimilation of the Indian. 

Here is what vou will find in the way the law applies in Oklahoma. 
Under their contract with the Indian office they are able to go any- 
where in the State where an Indian child is eligible for and needs hel 
Under H. R. 874 you have a formula that a district is not eligible 
unless there is sufficient numbers of Federal children to reach a certain 
percentage level. 

We have in my district and in my State schools where there is only 
one Indian child, but that child is receiving the benefits under the 
Johnson-O’ Malley Act. We have school disiriets in my State that 
have a large number of Indian children who need very little, if any, 
help because the local school district is able to absorb it. 

So what they do, they go where the need is most. They may spend 
a lot more on a single Indian child in one school than on several chil- 
dren in another school. They do that because of the fact that they 
want to bring each Indian child up to a desired minimum of educa- 
tional opportunity and the attendant benefits under the Johnson- 
O'Malley Act. The thing works very well. 

I happen to represent probably as many if not more Indians than 
almost any Member of Congress. I have seven tribes. All or most 
of them live in my district. The tribal chiefs or business committees 
or councils will know of a family or a child that they feel is being 
neglected. We have a very easy and quick way to bring relief in that 
ease. The local school people can do it. 

There is a tremendous problem in getting some of these Indian 
children to go to school at all. It is not just a thing that can be 
solved with the ordinary truant officer. So they give special attention 
to that. 

Anything in the life of that child that is needed to get it started 
in the public school and to educate it on a level with other children 
is done. The thing is working well. Why change it? 
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When you include Indians in H. R. 874, and there is a division of 
the place that the school district might go get its money, then you 
are going to add confusion and you are not going to add extra money 
or extra facilities because under H. R. 874 the individual school dis- 
trict deals with the Office of Education; whereas, under the Johnson- 
O'Malley Act the State superintendent deals with the Office of Indian 
Affairs and the program is administered on the State level. So the 
individual school districts come into the picture only inecidentaly if 
Indian children happen to be in those districts. 

Indian families move from place to place sometimes. The bene- 
fits of the Johnson-O' Malley Act follow that child wherever it may 
go. You could not do that under H. R. 874. 

There are many other things that would be affected if you do this. 
The result is, knowing the way that H. R. 874 applies on your formula, 
you are going to get less money. You are going to have divided 
authority. You are just not going to do the job for the Indian 
children you are now doing. 

I hope you do not make the serious mistake of including Indians 
in this act. | have a great deal of information here that [| have put 
in your hearings. I hope you will read it. It is prepared by people 
who have lived intimately and closely and daily with the Indian 
problem since it started. 

You must know these people on the State level would be anxious 
to get into any program where they could get more funds. They 
are not coming here asking to be excluded from a possible source of 
funds unless they feel very strongly it is going to do more harm than 
good. 

From a practical standpoint, when vou come here to Congress to 
get funds for all of the Indian offices, it is a difficult matter; but 
through the vears Congress has learned a great deal about the Indian 
program and we are able to get funds that way. 

I am afraid if we make Indians eligible under this, since so many 
Members of Congress do not have Indians in their States and do not 
know the problem, we are going to wind up having a more difficult 
time than ever getting what funds we now are able to get because it 
will add confusion in the minds of the Congress. [t will add difficulties 
in the actions of the Appropriations Committee. 

I hope vou leave well enough alone. I cannot recommend that 
too strongly. I wish I had more ability to convince you to my way 
of thinking. It may be that other States’ Indian reservations have 
a difficult problem. 

I am speaking mainly from my State of Oklahoma where we have 
more Indians than anybody, where we have made the greatest pro- 
rress of making first-class citizens out of them than any State. We 

ave two members of our State supreme court who are Indians. 
Our Governor is an Indian. We had a colleague in the last session 
of Congress from Oklahoma who was an Indian. They take part in 
all of our affairs and we are rapidly solving the Indian problem. 

The assimilation of the Indian is the only way it will be solved. 
We would like to get the Government out of the Indian business, too, 
but you must remember that Congress has passed many laws affecting 
the Indians. Many of these Indians are wards of the Government. 
A child that is a ward of the Government stands in a different rela- 
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tionship under any law that you want than a Federal child as you 
contemplate it in the terms of H. R. 874. 

So I think you are going to make a serious mistake if you do include 
Indians in H. R. 874. The person who will pay the penalty is going 
to be this Indian child all of you say you have so much interest in. 

Mr. Kearns. We thank you for your statement. 

1 want to ask the members of the committee and those represent- 
ing the department here as well as the members here from the Office 
of Education to feel free to ask questions and see if we can unravel 
some of the problems that Mr. Steed has that he feels are different 
from those of the department and those affecting the State of Montana. 

Mr. Battey. Has your department compiled statistics to show the 
comparative average cost of education of these Indian children on a 
per capita basis? 

Mrs. THompson. You are referring to the average cost under the 
Johnson-O’ Malley contract? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mrs. Toompson. It averages about half. That is, countrywide, 
about half the per capita cost. 

Mr. Battery. One-half of the national per capita cost for other 
children? 

Mrs. Tuompson. About half the per capita cost in the State. That 
is, averaging all of the States in which we put Johnson-O’ Malley funds. 
In the State of Oklahoma it is much less than half. In some States 
it is higher than half. But Johnson-O’Malley funds support about 
one-half the cost. 

Mr. Srexp. In Oklahoma when they compute the State aid pay- 
ments to the individual school districts, they include the Indian 
children on the same basis they do white children. The Johnson- 
O’Malley funds are in addition to that. , 

Mr. Battey. They supplement the State aid funds? 

Mr. Streep. That is right. 

Mrs. Tuompson. Johnson-O’Malley funds in Oklahoma are much 
less than half. They are around $35 or $36 per child. 

Mr. Barprn. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Barden? 

Mr. Barpen. I would like to have Dr. Lillywhite’s attention on 
this. He raised a question that bothers me a bit and that is where 
1 2, 5, 9, or 10 of these Indian children—some of whom may be 
wards and some may not be—move from one school to another school 
under the percentage formulas in H. R. 874, would not that leave 
them out? 

Mr. Littywuire. It would under the general formulas. There are 
in the law the exceptions for exceptional geographical circumstances. 
Whether that would do it or not, we frankly do not know, as we told 

you yesterday. I think Mr. Steed put his finger on the problem. 
ust what are these varying circumstances that will or will not meet? 

The man had told me we would much prefer to be under Public 
Law 874 and get the benefits, but 50 percent of the districts that 
we help with Johnson-O’Malley have not got 10 children. How 
would you make them eligible? Well, you think it is not very many 
if it is only 10 children. Under the exceptional geographical cir- 
cumstances maybe you can make them — maybe you could not. 
You just do not know until you get into the problem. 
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He said I was forced, on the basis of that statement, to oppose its 
being put in Public Law 874. 

There are two families 40 miles away from the school and you have 
to send a bus for them. It is a lot of money. You could make an 
exception on that, but whether vou need to do it, whether it is wise 
to do it for 10 percent of the districts or 15, we do not know how many 
are involved. 

Mr. Barpen. What assurance would you have that the local school 
authorities would even be inclined to want to send the bus 30 miles? 

Mr. Lituywurre. | will not say, but in general if they get some help 
from the Johnson-O’ Malley fund or if they got enough help from this 
money to do it, I think they would be willing to do it. 

Mr. Barpen. How do you answer the problem raised by Mr. Steed 
about these children moving around? We think we can handle them 
all right when the percentage in a district complies, but what are you 

oing to do with the small groups that move around as mentioned by 
Mr. Steed? 

Mr. Merrcaur. Before I answer the question may I ask a question? 

Mr. Barpren. You had better ask somebody else beside me. 

Mr. Merrcaur. | am informed by Mr. Bergen, Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs, that school districts where we have 2, 3, or few Indian 
children are excluded from the contracts under the Johnson-O’ Malley 
Act as far as the State of Montana is concerned. Is that correct? 

Mrs. THompson. | think probably there is some misunderstanding 
there. If there is a real need in the district, even though there is 
only one child, money is put into the district on the basis of need 
and it is not on a formula basis or on a number basis. 

Mr. Knarns. Do you have concrete examples of where you do not 
get it? 

Mr. Merrcatr. I have Mr. Bergen’s report to the State superin- 
tendent of public instruction and he says— 

We have contracts with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the State Department 
of Education wherein the Indian children reside which provide for education in 
State publie schools. 

Then he has a listing of those excluded, starting in with those less 
than one-fourth of Indian blood and those whose parents are Indian 
service employees, and 2, 3, or a few Indian children in a district where 
there is a proportional large enrollment of white children. 

Mrs. THompson. Then there would be no real basis of need there? 

Mr. Mercatr. I brought that out because we still do not get any 
compensation for that one Indian child in a district where there are a 
large number of white children and the district can take care of them. 

Mr. Barpen. Do you say Mr. Steed’s folks cannot take care of that 
meet? 

Mr. Mertcatr. That is what happens to us in the State of Montana. 
One of the arguments Mr. Steed was bringing up was that each indi- 
vidual Indian child was paid under the Johnson-O’ Malley Act. 

Mr. Steep. The way the program operates in Oklahoma is this: 
The State office has the authority and does work where there is a need 
regardless of whether it is a small or a large need. It has no reference 
to the local school district at all. It is based entirely upon the 
eligible Indian child and the need of that child. That is to me the 
thing that recommends the program the strongest because of the way 
our Indians live throughout the State. 


| 
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Whenever you begin to divide them into geographic boundaries 
you are going to exclude some, and usually those who need it the most, 
because they are isolated or not in a community where it is easy to 
take care of them by other means. 

Under the terms of H. R. 874 the first thing you run into is a 
minimum impact. In my State many of the districts that are helping 
with these Indian children would never be eligible under such a law. 

Mr. Barpren. How large are those reservations you speak of? 

Mr. Merreatr. Some of the reservations have thousands, tens of 
thousands of acres. 

Mr. Barpen. I mean in miles. 

Mr. Mereatr. How many square miles? 

Mr. Barpen. You say you are going to move all these children off 
the reservation. [want to know how far you are going to haul them. 

Mr. Mercatr. We hope we do not have to haul them very far. 
On the reservations down in the Crow Indian Reservation or up on 
the Fort Peak Reservation the population is about 1 or 2 people per 
square mile. They are literally scattered over the reservation at that 
ratio, | or 2 Indians per square mile. 

We have organized school districts to take care of those just as we 
have organized school districts to take eare of the other people in 
Montana who are scattered over those vast distances. Sometimes 
they are little one-room schools with only 3 or 4 children. Where 
they are altogether on roads, we can haul them 10 or 20 miles. We 
do not like to haul them that far to some central point. 

Mr. Barpren. What I was trying to get at is, How are you going io 
do what you say if those reservations are as large as you say? 

Mr. Mercatr. But the Indian service schools set up boarding 
schools like they have at Browning, Mont., which the Appropriations 
Committee was going to discontinue in this session because it was so 
run down it was not worth anything. They take the Indian children 
out of their homes and put them at that Indian headquarters and edu- 
cate them tiere. That is something we do not like. 

Mr. Barpen. What are vou offering that is as good as that? 

Mr. Mercatr. We are offering the traditional school district. 
Sometimes it is a little school; sometimes it is only 2 or 3 children or 10. 

Mr. Barpen. You are not going to have a school district on the 
reservation? 

Mr. Mercaur. Weare going to have a school district on the reserva- 
tion if vou will allow us to have it. That compensates us for the 
education of those Indian children just the same as we have school 
districts up in northern Montana where the distances are just as vast. 

Mr. Hotr. Will the gentleman vield? 

Mr. Barpen. Yes. 

Mr. Hour. You are just treating the Indians like any other child? 

Mr. Mercaur. That is what we want. 

Mr. Hour. A lot of farm children live out in the country and you 
haul them, so what is the difference with the Indian children? 

Mr. Barpren. The theories of you gentlemen are wonderful. I 
join you. But as a practical proposition you may have 100 people 
and 95 of them are well fed and the other 5 have not had anything 
to eat in 3 days. You say,‘‘Look how much the hundred people 
have eaten,’ but those 5 people, you would have a terrible time con- 
vineing them they had anything to eat. 
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When vou get into this reservation business the only reason I 
was troubled about it, I think it has been the policy of this Govern- 
ment a long time to give special treatment to the Indians. If we are 
going to change that policy as of today or tomorrow, next week, okay, 
the Government has the authority to do that; but if they are scattered 
over miles and miles and they have 2 or 3 children and at the present 
time they board them off into this school and that, we will take a 
reservation of 25 or 50 miles distance. 

You say, “Well this group over here in the northeast corner ts 
close to a school district. This group is close over here,” and so on. 
Then the other group is close here. You seatter them off. How, 
under H. R. 874, are vou either going to transport them to those 
schools or board them at those schools? And then when you do 
that, how are you going to know you have enough of them, a suffi- 
cient increase, to bring that school you are carrying them to under 
the formula in H. R. 874 to where they will get anv money? 

Mr. Lintywarre. I think vou put vour finger on it as Mr. Steed did. 

Mr. Barven. If you gentlemen will mix enough practical workings 
with vour theory, T will go along with it. 

Mr. Littywrire. To trv to answer it, the boarding home schools 
are not operated by public school districts, 

Mr. Barpren. Let us get off that. 

Just say as a practical proposition it is net practical to run the 
three-student school. So you move them over here. As I under- 
stand the Indian Affairs setup, vou carry the help where they are 
needed. Apparently you have done a pretty good job because you 
vou have a lot of friends at court, anyway. But there is not any- 
thing in H. R. 874 that will let vou give that child any help or any 
inducement or any special treatment. 

The result of it, I feel, will be just the opposite from what you 
seek, and that is, you want to educate them and assimilate them and 
take them in. What I am afraid you are fixing to do is put them 
back on the reservation and they will not go to any kind of school. 
If there is not something in that law to deal with that, then IT am 
skeptical. 

Mr. Littywuire. I do not want to have these remarks construed 
as trying to persist to hold it to H. R. 874. The thing I wanted to 
say is that situations vary so greatly there needs to be flexibility. 
That was the main point Mr. Steed made. You have to transport 
1 child here, and over here you 5 hae e 175 you do not have to do a thing 
with, 

Under the Johnson-O’Malley program they have that flexibility 
lodged in the State. The extent to which it ts used I do not know. 
The number and kinds of problems, I have heard a few of them. 
There is some flexibility in H. R. 874 but not as much. There is a 
flexibility in being able to waive the eligibility requirements if you 
need to. 

If there is 50 percent or more children living on Federal property, 
you can waive the amount you pay them and give them more if they 
need it. There are 104 school districts with Indian children where 
vou can waive that. Whether it will meet all the problems, I do not 
know. It may not. 

Mr. Barpen. Now we will take this: We will take the school dis- 
trict adjacent to the reservation. They get along all right. Suppose 
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that schoo] district when you started to move 10 or 15 children over 
there in that school—they would say, ‘Wait a minute. We are not 
getting any H. R. 874 funds. We do not qualify and why should we 
take 15 children over here to educate them wher we do not get any 
money for it? We are not going to do it.” 

What I want to know is, then what would you do? Just say let us 
pray? 

Mr. Lintywuaire. You can waive the eligibility requirements under 
the law. It is not very good business to have to make an exception 
in 25 or 50 percent of the cases, but you can let that man take in 3 
Indian children if it appears advisable and in the interest of the law 
to do it. 

Mr. Barpren. That is along with what I said yesterday, that if we 
are going to take hold of this proposition, we had better write another 
section in here as in the Rehabilitation Act. 

Mr. Kearns. Miss Gifford? 

Miss Girrorp. I think the committee would like to know this: That 
on many, many of our reservations the school districts are organized, 
State school districts. In other words, extend within the boundaries 
of the reservations. There are, I think, more reservations which are 
completely covered by existing school districts than there are reserva- 
tions that are not so covered. 

Therefore, under the existing Johnson-O’Malley Act those school 
districts are eligible for assistance. I think the Office of Education 
can comment on this. Those same districts would be eligible prob- 
ably under the formula here. 

Mr. Barpen. Let me interrupt you there. You say “probably.” 
Suppose they did not? 

Miss Girrorp. That gets into the workings of the proposed work- 
ings of the proposed revision of H. R. 874 which I think Mr. Lilly- 
white knows better than I. 

Mr. Streep. With your kind indulgence I would like to bring out a 
point again for emphasis and point out to you I have read the resolu- 
tion passed by these State education representatives dealing with In- 
dian education in the 12 States that have Indian children. I am con- 
vinced if there are any people who know this problem, it would be 
these State representatives. Their recommendation here is very clear 
and very simple that you do not include Indians in H. R. 874. 

Surely if you are going to agree with me these people know this 
problem first hand since they worked with it every day, since they 
are in the States where the Indian children are; and if they want to 
be left out of H. R. 874, that ought to be very persuasive. Why 
would they want to be left out of something if it would help them 
solve their problem? 

They know all these things you are talking about. They are not 
ruessing about it. They have simply requested vou to exempt them, 
eave the program as it is, because even in the Johnson-O’Malley 
program they have many problems. But each year they make 
progress in solving those problems. 

The contracts between the Indian office and the States have 
improved each year. They are making progress. Why you want to 
disturb it is bevond my comprehension. 

Mr. Kearns. The Chair does want to inform the gentleman that 
for a lot of this discussion we have not asked the formula yet in 
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H. R. 874. We are going to compute this ratio on which might be the 
open door on which we can solve these problems. 

Mr. Hour. Who are these people you are talking about, Mr. Steed? 

Mr. Streep. These are the representatives in the State offices, 
State employees who dre in charge of the Indian education program 
and the conduct of the programs in each of the 12 States where we 
have Indian children who are eligible under Johnson-O’ Malley. They 
have contracts with the Office of Indian Affairs. They are the ones 
who administer the Johnson-O’Malley fund program in the various 
States. 

Mr. Hour. If we could make H. R. 874 flexible enough to do every- 
thing for the Indian child that is being done now, would you agree to 
that principle? 

Mr. Sreep. No; because H. R. 874 is dealing with the Federal 
responsibility where an impact has been created. The Johnson- 
O’Malley Act deals with the wards of the Government, these Indian 
children, an age-old problem that has many phases to it besides 
education. 

Mr. Horr. I am talking about the educational feature only. 

Mr. Sreep. Why take this thing apart? It is all the life of the 
child. Why not leave it in one program that we know is doing 
something for that child? Why disect him and leave him under 2 
programs when you already have him under | program? 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. In spite of your statement and the reading 
of that resolution, I am puzzled why it is you are reluctant to accept 
the fact there might be 2 schools to go to instead of 1. Is it your 
understanding that the Johnson-O’Malley Act would no longer apply 
in the educational field if this H. R. 874 bill were applied to Indians? 

Mr. Steep. From my years of experience here in Congress and the 
struggle we have each year with getting any funds at all, just as surely 
as you include them in this act, it is not going to be very long until 
we will be lucky if we get any money under the Johnson-O’ Malley 
Act. I just think you are going to start something here that is going 
to have a bad effect. The person who will pay the penalty will be 
the Indian child. 

Mr. Barpen. I just want to call this to the attention of the gentle- 
man. I understood the lady to say if they were incorporated under 
H. R. 874 they did not propose to ask for any funds to carry on any 
part of the activities of the Johnson-O’ Malley Act. 

Miss Girrorp. Education. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. In the educational field. 

Mr. Barpen. At the present moment you include transportation, 
books, health, and other things. The reason I brought it out was 
because you said if this would do everything the Johnson-O’ Malley 
Act would and you mentioned 2 wells, there would not be but 1 
because she is going to close up 1. 

Mr. Strep. I want to say while I have had problems and dis- 
agreements from time to time with the Indian office, | am not one of 
its critics. The most criticism I have to offer in our field of Indian 
affairs is that our problems mostly stem from lack of funds. The 
Congress has not been too generous sometimes in fields where the most 
good could be done. They always complain about wanting to get 
the Government out of the Indian business and then promptly turn 
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around and do the things that makes it impossible for the Govern- 
ment to get out of the Indian business. 

That is not something that can be solved in H. R. 874. Solving 
this Indian problem is going to involve a lot of things that H. R. 874 
has nothing whatsoever to do with. I would like to leave it back in 
the field where we have it and where there is some hope of doing some 
personal good. 

Mr. FreLtincuuysen. You are not suggesting that if the Indians 
are included in H. R. 874 there will be no other provisions under the 
Johnson-O’ Malley Act which would still be available? 

Mr. Srerp. | believe I know as well as the average Member of 
Congress knows what H. R. 874 is and how it is applied. I was on 
the subcommittee that helped write the bill. I have had a great 
deal of experience in the administration of the bill. No criticism, 
I think the program has worked very well. 1 also have lived all my 
life in the Indian country. I represent probably as many Indians as 
any other Member of Congress and deal with it every day. 

That is entirely separate. They are just as separate as they can be. 
I can see no relationship between them whatsoever, because the only 
reason for the Johnson-O' Malley Act or any of these laws is the fact 
that Congress long ago made these Indians wards of the Government 
and in H. R. 874 or dealing with a Federal child, so-called, as a device 
to provide and in lieu of taxes sort of help. 

To me they are just as different as day and night. We know that 
both programs are working all right the way they are. I just do not 
see how anybody hopes to gain anything or improve anything by 
splitting the thing and solving it here because it just cannot be applied 
on a formula basis. 

Mr. Bartey. May I ask the gentleman from Oklahoma, your 
recommendation would be that we write the provision in Publie Law 
815 and not write it in H. R. 874? 

Mr. Streep. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Kearns. | think he is already on record. We also have with 
us this morning a distinguished member of the full committee from 
Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Would you like to make any comment? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. RHODES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA 


Mr. Ruopes. Due to the eligibility provisions of H. R. 874, 1 think 
it would be unwise to immediately do away with the Johnson-O’ Malley 
Act as seems to be indicated by failing to ask for funds for the purposes 
contemplated by Johnson-O’Malley. I can see some possibility that 
over the long period of time there might be some sort of substitution 
like that worked out. 

There is one salient point that strikes me. That is, in order to 
qualify under H. R. 874, a school has to have the approval of the office 
of education of the particular State. The office of education of the 
States also administer the aid under Johnson-O’Malley. It strikes 
me as very possibly you might be able to work into this situation: 
Where the offices of education could decide whether or not any given 
school district should receive aid under Johnson-O’Malley or Public 
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Law 874, working in the long run toward a situation which is con- 
templated by H. R. 874. 

The reason I say that is that I feel as you do: that we want to get 
the Indian on the same basis as the rest of the citizens sometime. | 
think H. R. 874 is more tailormade for that purpose than the Johnson- 
O'Malley Act is. 

I agree with you thoroughly when you say we do not want to do 
anything to hurt those Indian children for 1 year or a part of a vear. 
I think cutting Johnson-O’Malley funds off immediately would cer- 
tainly have that effect in your small districts where you have only a 
few children who cannot qualify under H. R. 874. 

Mr. Battery. I remember the previous statement from the witness 
in reply to a question when Mr. Lillywhite read the provisions of this 
section of the proposed new law in which it went on to state that the 
other provisions of the Johnson-O’Malley Act might apply. Did | 
understand the witness to say their department was recommending 
that be stricken from the present bill? 

Miss Girrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Baitey. Then there would be no relief for Johnson-O’Malley 
and education would be on what the qualification set up was? 

Mr. Ruopes. That is the point. We would be leaving a temporary 
vacuum which we cannot afford to leave. It seems to me it Is a pro- 
gram that ought to take place over a period of vears instead of cutting 
the one off immediately and leaving this vacuum. 

Miss Girrorp. There is a date here. The effective date would not 
be immediate. The effective date is another year from now. 

Mr. Ruopes. Even then I do not think that is enough time for 
these school districts to adjust themselves to the new way of doing 
things. 

Mr. Horr. Is there not some way that the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs under Johnson-O’Malley can go along with the Department 
of Education in these areas where we find a few children who cannot 
be educated? You could apply the act. 1 do not want to start 
taking away hot lunches for Indians suddenly. Is there not some 
way where we can work some flexible law between the two? Do you 
not realize that situation exists as far as the Bureau is concerned? 

You said vou want to be through as far as education goes for the 
Indians in H. R. 874. That is your feeling? 

Miss Girrorp. We did feel there should not be two agencies 
operating within the same field. 

We had thought under this proposed date, if a year were to elapse 
for this transition, that the problems that have been mentioned as 
being perhaps serious problems could be explored and reconciled. 
We may have been wrong in our belief that this proposed revision 
covers the specific points that have been raised here. 

I do realize that we are apparently in conflict with the position of 
the Indian education people attached to the State offices, according 
to Congressmen Steed’s resolution which he has read. Those things 
have not come to our attention, and I think that experience would 
show they were perhaps not as serious in actual practice as they appear 
to be. 

Mr. Barpen. As I understand the proposal in H. R. 874, it expires 
in 1956, is that right? The law is dead. Is there an expiration date 
with Johnson-O’ Malley? 

34861—53——24 
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Miss Girrorp. No, sir. 

Mr. Barpen. If we make this shift for 2 years, and we hope to get 
out of this business sometime soon, and H. R. 874 dies, you will have 
to consume a lot of time making the shift. Then you will have to 
turn around and start consuming some time in making some ar- 
rangements to take over when the shift is made again, will you not? 

Miss Girrorp. If the law expires, yes. 

Mr. Barpen. That is serious to me. It is a very serious thing. 
This law expires in 2 years. What is going to happen when this 
law expires? 

Mr. Ruopes. | would suggest this committee, in writing a new law, 
have the expiration date advanced right now. You do not have to 
wait until this law expires. You can certainly advance it in the law 
this committee brings out. 

Mr. Barpen. We want to get out of this school business someday. 
This is emergency legislation. 

Mr. Ropers. I might respectfully suggest you will get out of the 
school business when we get out of the national emergency. I do 
not know when that will be. 

Mr. Barpenx. What is your answer, Mr. Metealf? You are going 
to shift from your present program to a temporary program that you 
do not know will be continued. Have you thought ahead to see 
what you are going to do when that happens? 

Mr. Mereautr. | hope that Congress would continue to take 
care of the Indians, who are wards of the Government, as long as all 
these other things Mr. Steed has pointed out with respect to the In- 
dians are present, such as their tax-exempt status, the fact they are 
pot first-class citizens in a lot of respects. 

The same thing is true of every act that Congress passes. It is 
subject to change. or expiration or repeal. 

My State department chief, who is immediate supervisor of Mr. 
Bergen, who apparently attended the meeting to which Mr. Steed 
referred, says that the overall picture in Montana would be better 
under H. R. 874. Mr. Bergen apparently attended the meeting and 
participated in the resolution, because Mr. Steed read his name, and 
thinks it would be better under the Johnson-O’ Malley Act. 

Mr. Streep. If you are going to give up the idea that these Indians 
are wards of the Government, which by act of Congress they are, 
abandon that concept and justify the transferring of this phase of the 
responsibility of the Government to that ward to some other agency, 
then you can justify transferring every single function of the Indian 
Office to some other agency of the Government. 

Why have a health setup? We have other health programs for 
other people. Why have an Indian Office for Indian help? There is 
not a single function of the Indian Office you could not abandon 
today to other agencies of the Government if you are going to give up 
the concept these people are wards of the Government by act of 
Congress, and they will so remain until the Congress decrees otherwise. 

How you can reach down in here and take one little part of the 
Government’s responsibility of that ward and delegate it over to 
something else is beyond my comprehension. I think you have got 
to remember that you are dealing with two kinds of children. 

The Johnson-O’Malley Act is an act to help the Government dis- 
charge its responsibility to its wards. H. R. 874 is an act to help 
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the Federal Government discharge its responsibility to a local school 
district by virtue of a Federal impact. The problems are as different 
as day and night. 

Mr. Hour. The basic concept which Mr. Steed talks about is very 
important to me. Is it not the basic concept to get away from the 
Indians being wards of the Government? Is this not a part of that 
program? 

Miss Girrorp. There is much that would have to be done quite 
outside of the field of education to completely answer your question, 

Mr. Horr. Is this not a step in that direction? Am I wrong? 

Miss Girrorp. I would have to ask Mr. Sellery to cover the legal 
points of wardship because I think they are very complex. 

Mr. Hour. Tam not a lawyer. But I mean, is the program not to 
get the Indian off the reservation into the city and into the community? 

Miss Girrorp. The overall program is partly that, but this getting 
them off the reservations is only in those instances why they as indi- 
viduals feel it would be to their advantage to leave the reservations 
and give them employment at an income that would increase their 
standard of living. 

From the educational point of view we have this situation where 
already we are, under the Johnson-O’Malley Act, providing school 
districts with assistance when they are burdened because they have a 
large number or perhaps in some instances a small number of Indian 
children. If the Bureau of Indian Affairs were not included under 
this proposed revision to H. R. 874, and if we continued to have the 
Johnson-O’Malley contracts in effect, I can envision some situations 
where the Office of Education would be putting in funds because of 
other Federal impact and the Bureau of Indian Affairs would have 
Johnson-O’Mallevy contract funds going into that same district for 
Indian children. 

I think it would be simpler to have one agency covering the needs 
of a school district, but I think, of course, that is something that the 
committee will have to help us determine. 

Mr. Sreep. Would it not be just as simple to have one agency 
covering the health needs? You have the Public Health Service. I 
think you can make the same argument for any other activity the 
Indian Office has. If you are going to give up the idea that the Gov- 
ernment is doing this not because of impact but because of its re- 
sponsibility to its wards, then I think you have given up the whole 
excuse for the Office of Indian Affairs and I am not willing to do that. 

It is a verv complex thing, as vou say. The whole point is that so 
many people are making the mistake that an Indian is someone on 
areservation. In our State we have no reservations. We have most 
of the Indians or more than any other State. We are making progress 
toward this very thing we all want, which is to assimilate the Indian 
and make him a first-class citizen and get the Government out of the 
business. 

I do not see why you want to endanger a program already going 
satisfactorily in that direction. I think it would go a lot faster if 
Congress could ever see the problem in its real form and provide the 
funds in those districts that would speed that up. So far we have not 
been able to get them to do it. 
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Mr. Kearns. The committee, | know, joins me in thanking you 
and Mr. Metealf and Mr. Rhodes in being here this morning and 
giving us your valuable advice upon this matter, 

The Chair would also like to announce that this afternoon the sub- 
committee will go into executive session at 2 o’clock. I understand 
we have 5 hours’ debate, so we will have time to get away. At that 
time we would like vour staff to be here, Mr. Lillywhite, and invite 
vou, Miss Gifford. We will meet informally without any reporter. 

Mr. Steep. I would like to state again how much I appreciate your 
generosity in permitting me to come here under these circumstances 

ecause we do feel this is a very important matter. 

I think the others join me in congratulating the committee on its 
thoroughness in going into this problem. 

At this time I would like to have read into the record a few requests. 

Mr. Derrickson. For inclusion in the record there is submitted a 
letter from Congressman Tom Steed, addressed to the chairman 
relative to this problem, and also a letter from Senator Monroney to 
the chairman, relative to the Indian problem as proposed in the new 
laws. 

Mr. Kearns. If there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letters referred to follow: ) 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STaTEs, 
Hovust oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 22, 1953. 
Hon. McConne.t, 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarirMaAn: I am submitting herewith for inclusion in the record of 
the hearings, and for the consideration of yourself and the committee, recom- 
mendations in connection with the bill now under study by your committee to 
extend the two public laws, 874 and 815, dealing with Federal responsibilities to 
local school districts. : 

As you will recall I served as a member of the subcommittee that wrote these 
original laws. In our deliberations then the committee was eonvinced these 
laws should not include educational responsibilities in the field of Indian affairs. 
Consequently, the bill exempted all Indian educational activities. 

During the life of these two public laws the purposes for which thev were created 
have been well served. In the meantime the Indian educational program likewise 
has gone forward satisfactorily and well. There has been no difficulty or com- 
plaint of duplication or any other trouble. This has been due largely to the fact 
that the two problems are entirely separate and have no real relationship to each 
other. 

I therefore strongly recommend that the committee include again this vear 
this same exemption on Indians as is contained in the original acts. 

I am including herewith some information and statements in support of 
this recommendation. Your consideration of this suggestion will be greatly 
appreciated. 

Sincerely vours, 
Tom STEED. 


(The supplemental information referred to is included in this printed 
record following Senator Monroney’s letter, which follows:) 
Uni rep STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
June 23, 1958. 
Hon. K. McConne Jr., 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 
My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: I understand that your committee is preparing 
for introduction a measure similar to 8S. 1597, and that under the provisions of 
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this proposed bill Indian education State contracts as authorized by the Johnson- 
O'Malley Act of 1936 would be abolished. This would be accomplished by 
bringing Indian schools under the provisions of Public Law 874. 

As you know, this is about the fourth consecutive vear such attempts have been 
made. Each time I have opposed such a move. 

I believe such legislation would be bad for the following reasons: Indian pupils 
present an entirely different problem than the temporary one of federally impacted 
areas since it is a problem of social assimilation requiring years to accomplish, 
and it is a problem too intimately connected with the function of the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs to operate effectively under another Federal agency. 

A thorough discussion of this is contained in the attached exhibits provided 
by W. H. Clasby, director of Indian education for the State of Oklahoma, and 
in his letter to me transmitting these exhibits, which Iam also enclosing. I would 
appreciate vour careful consideration of Mr. Clasby’s letter and exhibits and, if 
you see fit, their inclusion in the hearings held on this legislation. 

I hope to have an opportunity to discuss this matter with you either personally 
or by phone in the near future. [ cannot emphasize too strongly its importance 
to the Indians of my State and other States which have large Indian populations. 

Very truly vours, 
Mike Mownroney. 


(The letter and statements referred to follow: ) 


DEPARTMENT OF PuBLic INSTRUCTION, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., June 20, 1953. 
Hon. Mike Monroney, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Hon. Tom Sreep, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: As a representative of approximately 500 schools in Oklahoma, 
enrolling 10,000 Indian pupils, I am again appealing to you for your efforts 
and support in defeating the renewed attempt thet is being put forth in Congress 
again this vear by the United States Office of Edueation to abolish Indian edu- 
cation State contracts as authorized by the Johnson-O’ Malley Aet of 1936. 
You, no doubt, will recall that this is the fourth consecutive session of Congress 
that we have had to appeal to you for assistance in defeating this move. The 
plan is the same as that of previous vears, i. e., to include the Indians in Publie 
Law 874. 

The bill to amend and extend Public Law 874 as introduced in the Senate is 
8S. 1597. As best I can determine, no such bill has been introduced in the House, 
but the MeConnell committee, a subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Edueation and Labor, is preparing a similar bill to be introdueed soon, in the 
House. I received word, only yesterday, that hearings on this proposed bill 
closed last Wednesday, but the record is being kept open until June 26. 

Enclosed is the following material pertaining to the proposed amendments to 
Public Law 874, as they affeet the Indian education program in Oklahoma, which 
may help you in preparing your arguments against such a measure: 

1. Memorandum, and related materials from State directors’ conference held 
in June 1952 (exhibit A). 

2. Comparison of Probable Outcome Under Publie Law 874 (exhibit B). 

3. Indian Education in Oklahoma Under Johnson-O’ Malley Contraet (exhibit 
C). 

4. Excerpts for Legislative Committee’s Report of Governors’ Interstate 
Indian Council (exhibit D). 

If you could possibly appear before the committee, or at least talk to Congress- 
man McConnell, and enter our protest against the change, it will be deeply appreci- 
ated. 

What we need is for the parts of the proposed bill pertaining to Indians be 
stricken. Indian pupils constitute an entirely different problem than the tem- 
porary one of federally impacted areas. Theirs is a problem of society assimilation 
which does not come in a short space of time, but takes, instead, generations to 
accomplish. It is also tied too closely to all of the other functions of the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs for it to operate effectively under another Federal agency. 

I make this plea for the sake and welfare of the poor, isolated areas of eastern 
Oklahoma, and for the walfare of the indigent Indian child. Let’s keep a program 
that is functioning well instead of changing to one that is temporary and untried. 

Sincerely vours, 
W. H. Crassy, 
Director, Indian Education. 
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Exuinit A 
MEMORANDUM 


Public Law 874, as amended by the proposed 8. 1597, 83d Congress, Ist session, 
would place the Indian pupils under this bill, thereby eliminating them from 
the Indian education program under the Johnson-O’ Malley Act (sec. 3 (a), lines 
= ete 17, p. 2, and sec. 9, subsec. (d), lines 24, p. 16, through line 3, p. 17 of 

e bill). 

In Oklahoma the enactment of this bill into law, as it is now written, would 
wreck the Indian education program which has made rapid progress toward 
final assimilation of the Indian into our society. Our program helps the small 
rural school as well as the larger units. Then, too, the feature that helps most is 
the complete absence of any Federal control other than negotiating the contract. 
Even the criteria governing the use of these funds and other such matters are 
worked out mutually between the State Department representatives and the 
Indian Bureau. After the contract is signed by both parties, the money is sent 
to the State treasurer, and becomes State funds. 

At a meeting of State directors, last summer, a resolution opposing this legisla- 
tion was adopted. The minutes of this meeting disclose the fact that there are 
seven specific objections to this proposed legislation. A copy of the resolution and 
a copy of these objections are enclosed. 


INDIAN EpucaTION REPRESENTATIVES OF STATE DEPARTMENTS 


At a meeting of the representatives of the State Departments of education 
June 11, 1952, Indian education programing, particularly the problem of Indian 
education as it pertained to each individual State, was thoroughly discussed. 
The impossibility of an adequate Indian education program in any State under 
Public Law 874 was evident to all. The following States were represented: 


1. Arizona 7. North Dakota 
2. California 8. South Dakota 
3. Idaho 9. Oklahoma 

4. Minnesota 10. Oregon 

5. Montana 11. Washington 
6. Nevada 12. Wisconsin 


By a unanimous vote of all State representatives the following resolution was 
adopted with instructions that it be submitted to vou: 


RESOLUTION 

Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Indian education within all States having a contract under the 
Johnson-O’ Malley Act of 1934 will continue under this act: it is further 

Resolved, That the original act, Public Law 874, and its proposed amendments 
should not include Indian children as they constitute a special problem over and 
above that of a purely financial nature; be it further 

Resolved, That the proposed amendments to Public Law 815 are beneficial to 
Indian education, and as such are hereby fully endorsed. 

Every consideration was given by our group to all problems pertaining to this 
matter. It has been mutually agreed that the above is our recommendation. 
The basie policy and principles of the contracts under which we operate with the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs have, on the whole, proven satisfactory. Each State 
concerned is working toward the assimilation of the Indian. 

(Signed) Myron R. Chairman. 
(Signed) W. H. Craspy, Secretary. 


JUNE 11, 1952, 


Reasons Wuy tHe Epvucation ProGram SHoutp ContTiInugE UNDER 
THE JOHNSON-O’ MALLEY CONTRACTS 


Excerpts from the minutes of the meeting of State directors of Indian educa- 
tion, held at Brigham City, Utah, June 11, 1952, which pertain to the proposed 
amendments to Public Law 874, are as follows: 

The subject of the amendments to Public Law 874, now pending in the Congress, 
insofar as these amendments affect the Indian education programs in the various 


States, was thoroughly discussed. 
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It was the unanimous opinion of the group 


that this law, if enacted with the proposed amendments, would wreck the Indian 
education programs in the various States as it is now being carried on under the 


terms of Johnson-O’ Malley contracts. 
pointed out: 


The following specific objections were 


1. The flexibility now possible under the Johnson-O’ Malley contracts would 


be lost. 


3 


2. The interest in the welfare of the Indian child would no longer exist. 
Money allocated to the schools would not be on the basis of need. Rich 


districts that get no funds under the Johnson-O’ Malley contracts would 
get funds on the same basis as weak schools. 


4. The program of rapid assimilation of Indian children into the public schools 


would be completely stymied. 


5. Bargaining power of Indian Bureaus to get children out of federally operated 


day schools into public schools would be lost. 
6. Indian education is closely tied with the Indian Bureau in matters of health, 
welfare, placement, and census, making it very essential that the program 


_ continue under the Johnson-O’ Malley contract. 
7. Small schools now receiving benefits under the Johnson-O’ Malley contracts 


would be eliminated under the proposed amendments to Public Law 874. 
These are the schools that need help the most, because of their isolated 
locations and the lack of local tax base to operate a standard school pro- 
gram. These schools also have more problems of social adjustments of 


the Indian and language difficulty of the beginners in school. 


In these 


backwoods, isolated communities, the Indian language is still the only one 


spoken in the homes. 


It was regularly moved and seconded that a resolution be drawn, expressing the 
roup’s disapproval to the amendments to Publie Law 874, and approving Public 
aw 815, and that said resolution be sent to all State representatives for distri- 


bution to the various delegations in Congress. 


Motion carried unanimously. 


B 


A CoMPARISON OF PROBABLE PROCEDURES AND Outcomes UNDER Pusiic Law 
874 WitrH PRESENT ProGram UNDER JOHNSON-O’ MALLEY-OKLAHOMA STATE 


Epvucation Contract 
Johnson-O’ Malley program 


State does not deduct any State aid to 
any district because of payment under 
contract. 


State Department determines amount 
due each district under formula which 
allows more money to poorest districts. 


Federal payments are justified by the 
fact that wherever lands are tax exempt 
an increased cost is placed on State due 
to equalization program. 


State department of education assists 
local districts in preparing budget for 
expenditure of contract funds and super- 
vises expenditures. 

Aproximately $50,000 of present con- 
tract funds are set aside to meet special 
needs, e. g., nonrecurring equipment, 
hot lunches, transportation, ete. 


Public Law 874 


State did deduct half the amount 
received, from Federal Government in 
computing aid due from State when 
payments were previously made to dis- 
tricts by Indian service. State officials 
deductions may again be made if any 
Federal agency again starts distributing 
funds directly to districts. 

Public Law 874 funds would be paid 
direct to local districts without regard to 
local needs. The richest districts would 
benefit most. 

Pubhe Law 874 is based on loss of 
local taxes and not increased State 
equalization payments. Loss of local 
taxes is not a problem in most rural 
areas, since this loss is replaced through 
equalization payments. 

Funds would be paid out on formula 
basis, and no one would have oppor- 
tunity to supervise expenditures. 


No flexibilitv has been allowed under 
Publie Law 874. 
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Johnson-O’ Malley program 


The Indian Bureau and State educa- 
tion department have cooperated on 
many problems such as attendance, 
health, surveys, post-high-school educa- 
tion, boarding-school enrollment (espe- 
cially where transportation would 
remove the need). 

The State department of education 
has been able to insist on home visitation 
as a means of promoting school attend- 
ance and has made this a condition for 
receipt of aid. It has also arranged for 
aided districts in two counties to coop- 
erate in employment of attendance 
officers. 

In fiscal year 1954, 500 pupils will 
stay at three boarding schools and 
attend public schools. 

Practically every rural publice school 
with a significant proportion of Indian 
children has a hot lunch program 
which in turn promotes better attend- 
ance and achievement. 

Contract funds are justified on a 
statewide basis taking into account 
increased State contributions because 
of tax-exempt lands. With full agree- 
ment between State and Federal offi- 
cials, the funds can and are being used 
where needed. 


Distinet progress was made when the 
Indian Bureau ceased dealing directly 
with local districts and began working 
through the State department of edu- 
cation. 


The present Johnson-O’ Malley Act 
contract results in enrichment of. the 
minimum program in most needy 
distriets, providing better school librar- 
ies, hot-lunch programs, better teachers, 
physical education and playground 
equipment, modern desks and other 
equipment, ete. 


FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


Public Law 874 


Lack of contractual relationship 
would remove most of the incentive for 
such cooperation and would mean that 
at best 3 instead of 2 agencies are 
involved in complicated problems in- 
volving interagency responsibilities. 


The State department of education 
would have little to do with distribution 
of funds under Publie Law 874 and could 
do nothing in the way of bringing about 
better attendance of Indian pupils. 


The initial special needs for equip- 
ment, buses, ete., could not have been 
provided under Public Law 874. 

The poorest districts where lunches 
are most needed would not receive 
enough tax-replacement money to oper- 
ate a lunch program. 


Very few districts in eastern Okla- 
homa would qualify under Public Law 
874 since the real problem is poverty 
rather than lack of local tax receipts. 
The computation of pupils living on 
tax-exempt lands would necessitate a 
large group of Federal employees re- 
sulting in increased administrative cost 
and less efficiency. 

To go back to such payments by 
another Federal ageney would he 
anything but progress. The new Fed- 
eral agency would have to secure part 
of its information from the State officials 
and part from the Indian Service as to 
land ownership, thus creating a cumber- 
some problem and system. 

Funds under Public Law 874 would be 
allotted to schools regardless of need, if 
Indian pupils’ parents resided on 
federally owned property. 


Exurpit C 


INDIAN EpucaTION IN 


OKLAHOMA UNDER JOHNSON-O’MALLEY CONTRACT 


JuNE 16, 1953 


It is reported that efforts are again being made to eliminate Johnson-O’ Mallev 
education contracts and substitute aid under Public Law 874. On the surface 
this would seem to be a logical move in the direction of transferring responsibility 
for education to other agencies but actually it would be a step backward in that 
it would delay rather than accelerate the cultural assimilation of Indians. 

Up until 1947 aid to public-school districts in Oklahoma was distributed by the 
Five Tribes Agency on the basis of a fixed and uniform rate per pupil per dav. 
Some of the districts concerned had more income than they needed due to rela- 
tively large taxable wealth; others even with the special aid could not maintain 
a satisfactory minimum program. One of the main objectives of the present 
contract is to provide for payment of these funds on a basis which will equalize 
the enrichment funds and give the children in an impoverished district an equal 
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chance with those who happen to live where there are greater tax resources such 
as railroads, oil wells, powerplants or rich farm lands. 

Public Law 874 does not take into consideration any such differences. A spe- 
cific illustration of the manner in which this law operates is found at the public 
school located on the campus at Chiloceo. This school district taxes a railroad 
and has so much money on hand that it actually refused to apply for funds payable 
for the second half of the first vear under Public Law 874. On the other hand, 
the poorest districts of eastern Oklahoma would have great difficulty in qualifving 
for assistance under this same law and their aid would be curtailed or eliminated. 
The Johnson-O’ Malley contract for Oklahoma was designed specifically to pro- 
vide for local needs, most of which could not be met under Public Law 874. The 
Indian children iu these schools would inevitably suffer and in the end, a new 
group of illiterates would be produced and the existing rural slums would be 
perpetuated. 

The Oklahoma State aid law provides a bare minimum program for districts 
which levy a tax of 15 mills. The maximum tax for schools is 20 mills. The 
extra mills above the amount absorged in the minimum program is used for equip- 
ment, lunches, library books, extra instructional supplies, playground equipment, 
building maintenance, teachers’ salaries (above the bare State minimum), and 
indeed for all the items which constitute the difference between a poor and a good 
school. In the poorest districts, this 5 mills amount to less than $1 per pupil per 
year; and in Adair County without Indian aid funds, 21 out of 24 participating 
schools can raise and spend $7 or less per pupil per year above the minimum 
program. This is increased to $37 per Indian child by the use of contract funds 
in each of these districts. Recent studies by the Placement Branch of United 
States Indian Service shows that the level of adult education of eastern Oklahoma 
Indians is so low that placement in permanent jobs outside the critical areas is 
practically impossible. Yet today in those same communities, attendance of 
Indian children is higher than for the State as a whole, 88 percent versus 82 per- 
cent. One reason is hot lunches. Once each year representatives of the State 
department of education hold meetings with each school board and at these 
meetings plans are made for budgeting funds for enrichment. of the program and 
in nearly all cases funds are set aside for hot lunches. Later on visits are made 
to the schools to see how these funds are spent. The teacher in district 14, 
Proctor, Adair County, Okla., states that her Indian children were formerly list- 
less, uninterested and teaching was difficult. Now, they attend regularly and 
are alert and successful. She feels that hot lunches are the reason. Other 
examples could be cited. It is probable that under Public Law 874, a majority 
of these districts would be forced to drop the hot-lunch program. 

When aid to local school districts was paid through the Five Tribes Ageney, 
there was recurrent objection to supervision of expenditures on the ground of 
Federal interference. The present contract provides greater supervision, but not 
once have we heard any protests. To change to Public Laws 874 and 815 would 
either eliminate supervision entirely or would again raise the question of Federal 
interference in local school administration. At present, the distribution of funds 
under Public Law 874 is governed rigidly by formula irrespective of needs or use 
made of such funds. We feel strongly that such a change would be a backward 
step away from State operation and supervision of the schools. 

In addition to the equalization feature of the present contract, a portion of the 
funds are set aside to meet special needs as they arise. The story of the reopening 
of the Oak Ridge Schoo! in Sequoyah County indicates the need for such flexibility. 
The Indian patrons of this district had no funds for building purposes, but the 
existing school building was inaccessible and useless. Using voluntary labor, they 
dismantled the building, moved it, and reerected it near the center of the district. 
It had not operated during the previous year and under a new school law could 
not receive any State aid, since it could not meet minimum requirements as to 
water supply, tcilets, equipment, books, ete. It appeared that the Indians 
could not have their school after all. Mr. Clasby, director of Indian edueation, 
was called into a meeting in the State department of education, where this prob- 
lem was under discussion and was told that the State of Oklahoma was powerless 
to help. Could contract funds be used? Mr. Clasby arranged for a special 
allotment se the school could have desks, books, maps, paper, pencils, toilets, a 
well, and a hot-lunech program. The little isolated school *& now fully accredited 
and supported by State and contract funds. When the Indian day schools were 
turned over to the State at the beginning of fiscal vear 1949, local school distriets 
were quite willing to accept the Indian children, but a number of difficult problems 
arose. In one case, State funds were allotted for the purchase of a school bus, 
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without which it would have been impossible for children from the former Sourjohn 
Special Indian Day School to be transported to a consolidated school at Braggs. 
In another instance, the school building at Mulberry Special Indian Day School, 
in Adair County, was one of the poorest in the State. The Indian Service had 
never been able to secure funds to build a modern structure, although this was 
one of the special Indian day schools. Using a portion of contract funds set 
aside for special services as well as all available State and local funds, another 
special Indian day school building, which was then vacant, was moved and 
reerected in the Mulberry school district on a nearby site already owned by the 
Federal Government and occupied by a federally owned cottage. This is now 
undoubtedly the best one-teacher school in Adair County, whereas it was formerly 
the poorest. It is very doubtful if this situaticn could have been remedied without 
the possibility of such flexibility as exists in the present State contract. 

As indicated above, the problem of school attendance has been serious in the 
poorer districts of eastern Oklahoma. In one county, the director of Indian 
education persuaded the participating schools to budget a small fraction of their 
enrichment funds and then they went together to hire a part-time attendance 
officer. Attendance in this county immediately jumped to a high level. As a 
= of the agreement with all schools, teachers are required to visit the homes of 

ndian children to encourage attendance. This likewise resulted in the increase 
of attendance of Indian children to a point far above the State average. When 
serious social problems are found by the teachers at the time of home visitation, 
reports are made to county and Indian Service social workers who are usually able 
to meet whatever problems have arisen. 

The impersonal distribution of Federal aid according to formula under Public 
Law 874 could not produce the kind of close-working relationship which now 
exists between local school districts, the State department of education, and the 
Indian Service. 


Exurit D 


Excerpts From LeaGistativE CoMMITTER’s REPORT OF THE GOVERNORS’ 
InreRsTATE INDIAN CounciL, JANUARY 5, 1953 


“First, there has been some attempt to repeal the Johnson-O’Malley Act 
which provides for the expenditure of funds for the education of Indian children 
who come from nontaxable Indian lands and to place these children under the 
new version of Public Law 874 which has provided funds for the education of 
children in Federal impact areas. The new version of this law is being written 
now. We are asking that all States oppose any attempt to place Indian children 
under this new law for the following reasons: 

1. The redtape of the administration of this program under a law similar to 
Public Law 874 would add tremefidously to the State cost in securing and ad- 
ministering such funds. 

2. School lunch programs operated by other than school districts could not 
be reimbursed from these funds for launches for needy Indian children. In 
many instances such school lunch programs could no longer operate. 

3. Under the present law many health needs essential to good educational 
programs could not be provided. 

4. Public Law 874 and its new version are and will be terminal laws and sub- 
ject to reenactment in 3 years’ time. 

5. Funds allocated for use under Public Law 874 do not anywhere near meet 
the needs of the schools involved now and thus are prorated to the schools. 

6. Under Public Law 874 and its proposed new version, large areas comprising 
one school district with concentration of Indian children in specific areas of the 
district would be unable to secure financial assistance since the percentage of 
and number of Indian children in the district are measured against the total 
enrollment of the district. In addition, each State is to assume the total cost of 
administration and each district is to assume the cost of the first three percent 
of the Indian students in average daily attendance.” 
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Mr. Kearns. If there are no objections, we will make several com- 
munications received by the committee a part of the printed record, 
(The letters referred to follow:) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 24, 1952. 
Hon. Samuren K. MeConnett, Jr. 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Cuarrman: Mr. Arthur A, Knoll, business manager of the Long 
Beach Board of Education, Long Beach, Calif., has called my attention to the 
concern felt by some of the school districts in the county of Los Angeles over the 
possibility that the United States may withhold from them the financial assist- 
ance payable under Publie Law 874. 

The problem has arisen as to the right of a district to receive such assistance 
when the Government’s acquisition of property in the district involves the follow- 
ing circumstance, namely: The United States acquires property and leases it to 
an individual or private corporation and the lessee is then taxed under California 
law on account of its lease or possessory interest in the property. 

It appears to me that the main difficulty in Public Law 874, covering this 
particular point, lies in the definition of ‘‘Federal property.’’ Therefore, I suggest 
that the first sentence in section 9 (1) be deleted and the following amendment 
substituted : 

“Sec. (1). Effective July 1, 1952, the term ‘Federal property’ means real 
property which is owned by the United States or is leased by the United States. 
Such terms includes real property (other than property to which the last sentence 
of this paragraph applies) which is owned by the United States and leased there- 
from even though the lessee’s interest is subject to taxation by a State of a political 
subdivision of a State or by the District of Columbia.” 

I am attaching photostats of letters addressed by Mr. Knoll to the United 
States Department of Education which point up very well the problem faced by 
the schools in that area due to the present provisions of Public Law 874, as above 
set forth. 

Sincerely yours, 
Craic Hosmer. 


(Other communications of Mr. Knoll are printed beginning on p. 292.) 
(The letters referred to above are as follows:) 


Lone Beacu Boarp or Epvcarrion, 
Long Beach 13. Calif., June 8, 1953. 
Mr. I. Griassy, 
Acting Commissioner, United States Department of Education, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Sir: This will supplement my letter of June 4, 1953, relative to Federal 
properties being deleted from the benefits of Public Law 874 because of a possessory 
interest tax levied against such properties. 

In my letter of June 4, I indicated to you what the affect would be financially 
on the Long Beach Unified School District. 

I wish to call to your mind that there are some 35 other school distriets in Los 
Angeles County that are seriously affected and who join us in our urgent request 
that the properties on which possessory interest taxes are paid be not deleted 
from the benefits of Public Law 874. 

Sincerely yours 
Lone Beacn Purtic ScHoots, 
Artuur A. KNOLL, 
Business Manager, 
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Lona Beacn Boarp or Epucation, 
. Long Beach 13, Calif., June 9, 1953. 
Mr. Gricsry, 
Acting Commissioner, United States Department of Education, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: This will supplement our letter of June 8, 1953, relative to Federal 
properties being deleted from the benefits of Public Law 874 because of posses- 
sory interest taxes levied against such property. 

It has now been suggested to us that some Federal representatives were prob- 
ably prompted in their recommendation to delete Federal properties on which 
pOssessory interest taxes were levied, on the premise that districts who were 
affected could recover their losses under section 4 of the law. Many districts 
cannot qualify at all under section 4 because to do so they must be impoverished. 
To delete these propertics would, therefore, deny to these school distriets the 
entire benefit of section 3 of the law for such properties. 

Furthermore, most of the distriets which could qualify under section 4 would 
receive less inoney under this section than they would under section 3. 

Accordingly, the premise that districts may recoup under section 4 or any other 
section of the law is false. 

Sincerely yours. 
Lona Bracn PuBLic SCHOOLS, 
ARTHUR A. KNOLL, Business Manager. 


CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Houser OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 24, 1958. 
Hon. Samugt kK. McConneE 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuatrMan: I attach herewith letters from Hon. Ernest R. Anderson, 
superintendent, Peach County Board of Education, Fort Valley, Ga., and Hon, 
William H. Shaw, superintendent of education, Muscogee County School District, 
Columbus, which it is my privilege to represent in the Congress. 

Both of these gentlemen have made an intelligent study of the legislation 
referred to and I wanted you to have the benefit of their conclusions at the time 
that vour committee proceeds to pass upon the bills. 

I will certainly appreciate anything you can do in correcting the inequities 
pointed out in the letters and hope that vou will call on me in the event that you 
are in need of additional information. 

Sincerely, 
E. L. Forrester, M. C. 


County Boarp or EDUCATION, 
Fort Valley, Ga., June 24, 1953. 
Hon. L. Forrester: 
Congressman, Third District of Georgia, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Forrester: | have carefully studied bills S. 1596 and 8S. 1597 which 
are administration bills proposing amendments to Public Law 815 and Public 
Law 874, respectively. 

It is my considered opinion, in the interest of our school district and other 
school districts in Georgia, that the following should be done: 

(1) S. 1596 should be defeated and Public Law 815, as now written, should be 
extended, and that appropriations should be made now or the time limit extended 
for making such appropriations to pay unpaid entitlements and to cover increases 
in federally connected school schildren which have taken place since June 30, 1952. 

(2) 8. 1597 should be defeated and Public Law 874 should be extended as it is 
now written. 

(3) Both bills, S. 1596 and S. 1597, seem to have as their prime objective the 
shifting of Federal responsibility to the local school district which is already over- 
burdened. 

(4) I have found both of the proposed bills to contain some radical changes 
which will mean a severe handicap to local school districts in operating schools 
and in providing school buildings. 
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1 know that vour time is limited and for that reason I am not discussing the 
details of these bills here, but I shall be glad to furnish more information as to 
the objectionable features of these bills. 

Please keep me informed on developments concerning these bills, and your 
help in getting a fair and workable solution will be greatly appreciated by me and 
the Peach County Board of Education. 

Yours truly, 
Ernest R. ANDERSON, Superintendent. 


Muscocer Country Senoon 
Coliimbus, Ga., June 24, 1953 
Hon. E. L. Forrester, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Drar Mr. Forrester: I hope that vou will do all that you ean to secure an 
extension of time for making appropriations to cover unpaid entitlements under 
Publie Law 815. The new legislation whieh would replace Publie Law 815 does 
not provide fer the proper consideration of “‘entitlement’ eoneept. [It is my 
understanding that Senate bill 1596 does not provide for complete school facilities. 
We have encountered great hardship in Museogee County trving to provide 
school facilities for all the children on the same high standards whieh we mein- 
tained prior to the influx of large numbers of Army-connected ehildren, 

I wish to call to your attention that it will work a severe hardship on our school 
district if the new law is passed reducing the payment for 202b children from 70 
percent 2s provided in Publie Law 815, to 45 percent as provided in Senate bill 
1596. 

The Board of Edueation of the Museogee County Sehool Distriet will find 
another hardship imposed upon it if the children of service personnel living in 
Muscogee County are excluded from the eligible list for whieh the school board 
may be reimbursed. It is my understanding that Senate bill 1596 exeludes ehil- 
dren of such people as firemen, teachers, merchants, barbers, and doctors from 
the eligible list. At the present time, there are 4,500 children in the Muscogee 
County School District who live in Muscogee County and whose parents are 
connected in some official capacity at Fort Benning. Many of these fall in the 
class of service personnel. 

We will also be greatly affected by the changes proposed in Senate bill 1597 
which is proposed to replace Publie Law 874. It is hoped that the new law will 
provide for a local contribution rate floor whereby the schools in States which 
get varving amounts of State aid would receive a minimum payment from the 
Federal Government. At the present time, the Federal Government reimburses 
schools in the various States for different amounts. It is to be hoped that the 
new legislation will provide for reimbursements in the seheol distriet for children 
under sections 3a and 3b of the old Public Law 874. At the present time, we do 
not receive any State aid for new pupils in the schoo! district until they have ecom- 
pleted 1 full vear of attendance in the school district. Surely, the Federal Gov- 
ernment should assume its full responsibility for children coming into Museogee 
County who are war connected as soon as they enroll in the sehools. 

Anything which vou ean do te help us in this ever increasing burden on the 
public schools in Muscogee County will be appreciated. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Wa. Henry Suaw, 
Superintendent of Education. 


Mr. Kearns. At this time the chairman wants to state that the 
subcommittee has now ended its executive sessions on the hearings 
pertaining to the Indian problems that are being considered under 
the revision of Public Law H. R. 874. 

The committee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the hearing was closed.) 


x 


